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ABSTRACT
TRANSFORMERS: THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN INSTRUCTOR AND
COURSE PERSISTENCE AMONG COMMUNITY COLLEGE STUDENTS
By Jairus L. Johnson
August 2020
U.S. community colleges play a unique role in providing higher education
opportunities for members of society and are often viewed as the gateway to a postsecondary education (Savi, 2011). Two-year colleges foster a robust mission that is
supported by a variety of curricular functions that tailor to a diverse student population.
Furthermore, through an open-door policy, admittance only requires a high school
diploma or equivalent. The aforementioned factors have created inherent challenges
associated with student persistence, institutional retention, program completion, and
graduation rates among community colleges. As compared to universities, community
colleges have lower graduation and retention rates.
Researchers suggest that student persistence is influenced by the social and
academic integration of students into college life. Scholars have posited that the
classroom represents the site for social and academic integration. Additionally,
researchers suggest that there is a positive relationship between transformational
leadership characteristics that are exhibited by instructors and outcomes such as extra
effort of students, effectiveness of the instructor, and satisfaction with the instructor.
However, there is a limited amount of research that explores the association between
instructor leadership and the aforesaid outcomes in two-year colleges. Also missing is an
exploration of the association between instructor leadership and students’ motivation to
iii

persist in a course. The purpose of this study was to determine if the findings of previous
transformational leadership studies translate to community college students. A second
goal of the study was to add to the limited body of existing knowledge concerning the
relationship between student persistence/withdrawal from a course and instructor
leadership.
The findings of this study support the results of previous transformational
leadership research and indicate that they are applicable to community colleges in
Mississippi. Furthermore, the findings revealed a direct and positive association between
instructor leadership and students’ motivation to persist in courses. The discoveries also
indicated that transactional leadership characteristics exhibited by instructors contributed
the most to predicting students’ motivation to persist in a course.
Among a sample of community college students who voluntarily withdrew from a
course, they indicated that grade related reasons had the most influence on their decision
to withdraw from a course. Additionally, surveyed community college instructors
believed that grade related reasons exhibit the most influence on a student’s decision to
withdraw. Participant responses, both students and instructors, to an open-ended item on
the survey, suggest that personal/family and health/medical related reasons were the most
frequently indicated reasons for withdrawing. Additional reasons for withdrawing were
related to the COVID-19 pandemic, finance/financial aid, job, online/virtual instruction,
and grades.
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CHAPTER I - INTRODUCTION
The community college system in the nation has not only influenced higher
education throughout America, but has also influenced higher educational systems
throughout the world (Mellow & Katopes, 2009). The widespread belief that an education
has a substantial influence on the individual and society has contributed to the prominent
role of community colleges in higher education (Cohen & Brawer, 2008). Community
colleges provide open access to a post-secondary education for members of society and
are considered a gateway to higher education (Savi, 2011). Through an open-door
admission policy, admittance into most community colleges requires only a high school
diploma or general education diploma (GED). An open-door admission policy and varied
curricula functions have fostered a diverse student population that has created many
challenges related to student persistence, retention, program completion, and graduation
rates (Cohen & Brawer, 2008).
Decades of studies by scholars have produced an abundance of literature
examining college student persistence and retention (Astin, 1977; Bean, 1983; Braxton,
2000; Loes & Pascarella, 2015; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Seidman, 2005; Spady,
1971; Tinto, 1975, 1993, 2005, 2007) but have seemingly not focused on community
colleges. The terms, “student persistence” and “retention”, are often used
interchangeably; however, researchers assert that student retention is regarded as an
institutional measure and persistence as a student measure. Student retention is defined as
the ability of an institution to retain a student from admission to the institution through
graduation (Braxton, 2000; Seidman, 2005; Tinto, 1993). Hagedorn (2005) postulates
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that retention within a course, which measures course completion, is described as the
smallest unit of analysis with respect to retention.
Among the many persistence theories and models developed, Tinto’s theory of
student departure, as applied to the study of higher education student persistence, has
been the most studied and tested in research literature (Astin, 1977, 1984, 1985; Bean,
1980, 1983; Bean and Metzner, 1985; Braxton & Hirschy, 2005; Spady, 1971;
Summerskill, 1962; Tinto 1975, 1993). Tinto proposed that student departure is due to a
failure of the student and the institution to create a sense of belonging for the student
through social and academic integration into the culture of the institution. Tinto’s (1993)
theory of interaction suggests that the initial commitment to the higher education
institution and the initial dedication to the goal of graduation influence the degree of a
student’s integration into the academic and social systems of the college. His theory
proposes that the more students are integrated into the academic and social systems of the
college, the greater the degree of commitment to graduation. In 1993, Tinto refined his
theory to consider the role of socioeconomic status, relationships with family and work,
and classroom experiences in a student’s decision to remain in college (Tinto, 1993).
Additionally, scholars postulate that the classroom experiences of students have a
significant influence on student learning, persistence or departure, and other student
outcomes (Borglum & Kubala, 2000; Braxton, 2000, 2008; Braxton, Hirschy, &
McClendon, 2004; Tinto 2007; Bolkan & Goodboy, 2009; 2010; 2011; Bolkan,
Goodboy, & Griffin, 2011; Loes & Pascarella, 2015; Seidman, 2005; Tinto 1993).
The literature indicates that the classroom represents a site for both social and
academic integration. Studies further indicate that faculty who purposely engage students
2

in the learning process and elicit critical thinking regarding course materials, contribute
significantly to student persistence (Seidman, 1993; Bolkan & Goodboy, 2009, 2010,
2011; Bolkan, Goodboy, & Griffin, 2011). Tinto asserts that students who become
involved with faculty and other students are more likely to develop values stressing the
importance of involvement with others. He notes that involvement with others leads to a
greater need to be involved, which increases the probability of student persistence.
Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh, and Whitt (2010) described the programs, policies, and
practices that twenty institutions used to improve student retention. The authors present
these findings in the book Student Success in College, which is based on the
Documenting Effective Educational Practice (DEEP) project. One facet of their study
focused on student interactions with faculty members as one of the commonalities among
twenty institutions where student retention rates increased. The authors report that the
more contact students have with their teachers, the more likely these students are to
persist (Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh, & Whitt, 2010). Likewise, a study by Demetriou and
Schmitz-Sciborski (2011) also suggests that academic engagement of students in the
classroom is linked to undergraduate retention and persistence. The authors ascertained
that positive interactions between faculty and students promote academic success
(Demetriou & Schmitz-Sciborski, 2011). Not only are classroom interactions important,
the researchers state interactions with faculty in learning centers, faculty sponsored
tutoring services, and office hours are linked to increased student persistence. Whether
interactions between faculty and students occur inside or outside of the classroom,
extensive contact with faculty is related to a rise in intellectual and social development
among students, which fosters student persistence (Tinto, 1993).
3

Inside the classroom, the type and quality of instruction not only influences
student learning outcomes, but also plays an important role in a student’s decision to
persist or depart from a post-secondary institution (Braxton, Hirschy, & McClendon,
2004; Braxton & McClendon, 2001, 2002; Braxton & Mundy, 2001, 2002; Tinto, 2006,
2007). A widespread body of correlational and empirical research suggests that
classroom interactions that occur between teacher and student should consist of
organized, clear, and effective classroom instruction (Braxton, 2008). According to
Bolkan and Goodboy (2009, 2010, 2011), effective teaching/classroom instruction
requires a variety of skills that entail more than the ability to distribute information to
students. Educators are expected to disseminate information, manage their classroom,
engage students, and promote significant learning experiences. The authors state that for
educators to be effective, not only must they become experts in their discipline but also
become experts in classroom communication. Instructional communication researchers
have identified various teacher behaviors that increase or decrease student learning in the
classroom (Boklan & Goodboy, 2009, 2010, 2011; Norr & Crittenden, 1975; Nussbaum,
1992; Pounder, 2006, 2008a, 2008b).
In addition to using instructional communication literature as a resource to help
teachers become more effective in the classroom, the literature on leadership has become
a significant resource for improving classroom instruction. Scholars suggest that faculty
could be trained to increase the effectiveness of their leadership skills thereby improving
classroom instruction (Bass, 1985; Burns, 1978; Norr & Crittenden, 1975). There is an
abundance of literature that provides support to the notion that organizational leadership
theories and practices are not only applicable in organizations but also applicable in
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educational classrooms (Baba & Ace, 1989; Bolkan, 2015; Bolkan & Goodboy 2009,
2010, 2011; Bolkan, Goodboy, & Griffin, 2011; Chory & McCroskey, 1999; Daniels, &
Goodboy, 2014; Harvey, Royal, & Stout, 2003; Fredendall, Robbins, & Moore, 2001;
Leithwood, & Jantzi, 2000; Myers, & Goodboy, 2014; Noland & Richards, 2014;
Pounder, 2006, 2008a, 2008b).
In one of the earlier studies examining the relationship between leadership and
college teaching, Norr and Crittenden (1975) postulate that leadership and teaching share
theoretical similarities. Additionally, the authors stated that systematic empirical research
suggest that leadership and teaching are viewed in similar ways. Leadership in higher
education classrooms is often referred to as academic leadership or instructional
leadership (Siddique, Aslam, Khan, & Fatima, 2011; Reese, 2013). Recent studies have
examined instructional leadership in various educational contexts. The findings of these
studies show a link between leadership effectiveness and student persistence, in addition
to other outcomes (Fredendall, Robbins, & Moor, 2001; Pascarella, Bohr, Nora, &
Terenzini, 1995; Pascarella, Salisbury, & Blaich, 2011; Pascarella, Seifert, & Whitt,
2008). Various types of organizational leadership styles have been examined and among
the various types of leadership styles, researchers have ascertained that transformational
leaders are perceived as being more effective than non-transformational leaders (Bass,
1985; Burns, 1978). Furthermore, scholars suggest that there is a positive relationship
between transformational leadership and significant outcome variables in a classroom
context.
Transformational leadership, as described by Northouse (2013), is the process
whereby a leader engages with the followers to create a bond that raises the level of
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motivation and morality in the leader and the followers. A significant amount of literature
on transformational leadership is based on the work of Bass (1995), who extended the
research of Burns (1978). According to Bass (1995), transformational leadership is
defined as an integration of appeal/charisma, individualized concern/consideration, and
academic motivation/intellectual stimulation toward subordinates. Transformational
leaders are described as leaders who attempt to empower individuals and inspire
followers beyond their perceived abilities. The literature on transformational leadership
also suggests that subordinates view this style of leadership positively regarding
effectiveness, satisfaction, and motivation (Pounder 2006; 2008a; 2008b). Academic
faculty leaders who display the characteristics of transformational leadership encourage
students and enhance the self-efficacy of students.
Additionally, scholarly studies have examined the relationship between
transformational leadership and student learning outcomes in the classroom (Bolkan,
2015; Bolkan and Goodboy 2009; 2010; 2011; Bolkan, Goodboy, & Griffin, 2011;
Daniels, & Goodboy, 2014; Harvey, Royal, & Stout, 2003; Fredendall, Robbins, &
Moore, 2001; Leithwood, & Jantzi, 2000; Myers, & Goodboy, 2014; Noland & Richards,
2014; Pounder, 2006; 2008a; 2008b). Transformational leadership practices, as applied
in the classroom, influence a variety of outcomes such as additional effort from students,
an increase in the outlook that educators are effective, and an overall higher satisfaction
by students with their teachers (Bolkan & Goodboy, 2009; 2010; 2011; Bolkan,
Goodboy, & Griffin, 2011; Pounder, 2008a). In the study by Pounder (2008a), there were
positive correlations between the students’ ratings of their teachers’ classroom leadership
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behaviors and the outcomes of increased effort by students, increased teacher satisfaction
rating, and increased leader effectiveness of teachers.
During the past fifteen years, transformational leadership research has been
examined in the classrooms of K-12 schools, online environments, colleges, and
universities, both nationally, and internationally (Bolkan, 2015; Bolkan & Goodboy,
2009; 2010; 2011; Bolkan, Goodboy, and Griffin, 2011; Cerda Suarez & Hernandez,
2012; Daniels & Goodboy, 2014; Fredendall, Robbins, & Moore, 2011; Harvey, Royal,
& Stout, 2003; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000; Myers, Goodboy, & et al., 2014; Noland &
Richards, 2014; Pounder, 2006; 2008a; 2008b). These studies have provided consistent
support for the notion that faculty function as leaders in the classroom. In a variety of
educational classroom settings, transformational leadership has been shown to produce
positive outcomes that increase student persistence within a higher education
environment.
Whereas several identifiable factors suggest that student persistence within higher
education colleges and universities is influenced by the academic and social integration
of students into the culture of that college or university (Tinto, 1993; Seidman, 2005;
Deil-Amen, 2011), it is also suggested that leadership behaviors exhibited by instructors
in the classroom influence student persistence and performance. Furthermore, researchers
postulate that the type and frequency of faculty interactions with students influence the
students’ intent to persist and complete courses. Transformational leadership studies in
the classroom have revealed the benefits of this style of leadership on many student
outcomes. Theoretically, instructors who demonstrate effective transformational
leadership characteristics/behaviors will be more likely to influence academic and social
7

integration of their students into the culture of the institution, thereby influencing student
persistence within a course.
Statement of the Problem
In many of the earlier studies concerning transformational leadership in higher
education, scholars attempted to fill the gap in research by generalizing the value of
transformational leadership to the classroom context. Scholars examined the notion of
transformational leadership in various university settings. Until 2006, most studies
examined transformational classroom leadership in a university setting using samples that
consisted of undergraduate and/or graduate university students (Pounder, 2006).
Therefore, a limitation of previous studies is the lack of generalizability to other student
populations. The results of prior studies suggest that transformational leadership is
applicable in online-distance learning environments as well as the classrooms of higher
education institutions, both nationally and internationally. Nevertheless, researchers have
asserted that the limitations of their studies included the lack of generalizability to other
classrooms and cultures (Bolkan, 2015; Bolkan & Goodboy, 2009; 2010; 2011; Bolkan,
Goodboy, and Griffin, 2011; Cerda & Hernandez, 2012; Daniels & Goodboy, 2014;
Fredendall, Robbins, & Moore, 2011; Harvey, Royal, & Stout, 2003; Leithwood &
Jantzi, 2000; Myers, Goodboy, & et al., 2014; Noland & Richards, 2014; Pounder, 2006;
2008a; 2008b).
There is a dearth of studies that examine the notion of transformational leadership
within the classroom of two-year community colleges. Even though there are studies
regarding transformational leadership in the classrooms of universities, there are inherent
differences in the culture and student population of two-year community colleges. As
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compared to four-year universities, community colleges differ in their mission,
admissions policies, and student demographics with respect to age and academic ability.
Dougherty, Lahr, and Morest (2017) suggested that the comprehensive mission and opendoor policy are the main reasons why two-year community colleges have the most
diverse student population among higher education institutions in regard to academic
ability, socioeconomic status, employment status, nontraditional age, and minority
students. Subsequently, researchers reported that populations from prior studies were not
demographically diverse; therefore, it was suggested that future studies should examine
the context of transformational leadership in other higher education settings and cultures.
Research indicates that effective classroom leadership has a positive influence on
student achievement, student attitude, persistence or withdrawal, motivation, and an
abundance of other outcomes. However, there is a limited amount of research that
explores the relationship between transformational leadership in the classroom and
student learning outcomes in two-year community colleges. Also missing in the literature
is an examination of transformational leadership in relation to student persistence or
withdrawal from a course within two-year colleges. Additional studies are needed to
establish a firm connection between these two variables.
Purpose of the Study
Scholars have suggested that future studies should test the relationships examined
in prior university settings against other populations. Therefore, one goal of this study
was to determine if the findings of previous transformational leadership studies translate
to student populations of community colleges. A second goal of this study was to add to
the existing body of knowledge concerning the relationship between student
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persistence/withdrawal from a course and transformational classroom leadership in
higher education settings. An additional objective was to gather preliminary data in order
to determine if the findings of this study were applicable to universities within the region.
Theoretical Framework
This study was guided by the theoretical underpinnings of Tinto’s theory of
college student retention and Bass’s theory of transformational leadership. The
origination of this study was based on the idea that there is a relationship between
transformational leadership in the classroom and college student persistence and retention
within a course. Tinto’s Interactionalists Theory (IT) has been the center of an extensive
amount of empirical research concerning persistence and retention of students within
higher education institutions. Tinto postulates that the interaction of students within the
academic and social systems of the college or university determines student persistence
or departure (Tinto, 1993; 2005; 2007). Additionally, interactions between students and
teachers within these systems, both academic and social, occur in the classroom.
Furthermore, researchers have applied Bass’s theory of transformational leadership to
various educational settings, including classrooms. Transformational leadership has been
examined in the classrooms of K-12, secondary, post-secondary, online/distance learning,
and both national and international educational environments. The literature indicates that
the positive outcomes derived from transformational leadership practices in
organizational settings are also applicable to educational settings. Nevertheless,
noticeably absent from this literature is a specific focus on the community college
environment.
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Research Questions and Hypothesis
This study was guided by the following research hypotheses and research
questions. Among a sample of community colleges:
RH1: There is a positive relationship between impressions of transformational
leadership of instructors and reported extra effort of students in the classroom of
community colleges.
RH2: There is a positive relationship between impressions of transformational
leadership of instructors and students’ reports of instructor effectiveness in the
classroom of community colleges.
RH3: There is a positive relationship between impressions of transformational
leadership of instructors and student satisfaction with the instructor in the
classroom of community colleges?
RQ4: Among students who voluntarily withdrew from a course, what were the
characteristics/leadership behaviors exhibited by the instructor of the dropped
course?
RQ5: To what degree is instructor leadership related to students’ motivation to persist in
a course?
RQ6: What is the leadership style of community college instructors as determined by
the instructor?
Delimitations
For the purposes of this study, the following delimitations were acknowledged:
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1. This study was delimited to freshmen and sophomore undergraduate college
students who were enrolled, full-time, in one of Mississippi’s fifteen public
two-year community colleges.
2. This study was also originally delimited to students enrolled in face-to-face
campus courses. However, due to the COVID-19 pandemic, Mississippi
community colleges transitioned from face-to-face instruction to online
instruction. Therefore, at the time of data collection, participating community
college students were enrolled in online classes.
3. This study was also delimited to full-time faculty who teach university-track
academic courses that lead to an associate’s degree.
4. The self-rater analysis of instructor leadership styles was delimited to face-toface campus courses. However, due to the COVID-19 pandemic, Mississippi
community colleges transitioned from face-to-face instruction to online
instruction. Therefore, at the time of data collection, instructors were teaching
all previous face-to-face classes online.
5. The scope of this research was delimited to Mississippi’s fifteen community
and junior colleges, which included satellite and branch campuses.
Assumptions
For the purposes of this study, the following assumptions were made:
1. Students responded to the survey honestly and accurately without any malice
or predisposition toward an instructor.
2. Students were enrolled full-time in at least four face-to-face campus courses
within a Mississippi public community college. This will allow for the random
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assignment of four survey conditions. Students will be asked to evaluate one
of the instructors who teach their 1st, 2nd, 3rd, or 4th class of the week.
However, since transitioning to strictly online instruction due to the COVID19 pandemic, students were enrolled in all online courses within Mississippi
community colleges.
3. Students used the MLQ 5X Rater Form to assess the correct instructor of their
randomly assigned 1st, 2nd, 3rd, or 4th class of the week.
4. Students were able to identify if the course of the instructor that was evaluated
was a required core course or an elective course.
5. All courses (subjects) were equally distributed/offered throughout the week.
Justification
This study may be potentially valuable to two-year community colleges within the
region. The findings of this study may provide community colleges with the most
effective transformational classroom leadership practices. Students, the college,
community, and other stakeholders may perhaps benefit from increased student retention,
which could possibly increase completion rates. One of the main curricular functions of
two-year community colleges is to provide academic courses that transfer to a four-year
university. Therefore, the study of transformational classroom leadership in community
colleges may possibly provide four-year institutions with better academically prepared
students. The outcomes of transformational classroom leadership studies in universities
have produced positive student outcomes and learning behaviors. Likewise, the findings
of this study could produce similar outcomes in two-year community colleges.
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A direct and immediate benefit of this study may possibly be to inform instructors
of students’ impression of effective leadership practices in the classroom. The study may
provide insight for instructors on the critical role of academically integrating students into
the culture of the institution, which fosters increased student persistence. Scholars have
ascertained that the classroom represents the site for academic integration, as well as, the
social integration of students into the college. Informing instructors on how to
academically integrate students into the culture of the college via classroom interactions
is another potential benefit of this study. The implications of this study may provide
insight for both universities and colleges in the development of intervention programs
that impart faculty with effective classroom leadership behaviors.
This research may perhaps extend the theory of transformational leadership to the
classroom of two-year community colleges. Previous scholars have applied the theory to
K-12 settings, university classrooms, and online environments. There is a lack of
scholarly studies that examine the relationship between transformational classroom
leadership and student persistence in two-year community colleges. Prior studies have
extended Tinto’s theory of interaction to the classroom of two-year community colleges;
however, the role of transformational classroom leadership has not been thoroughly
examined in a community college setting.
Definition of Terms
Community college: Cohen and Brawer defined community college as “any
institution regionally accredited to award the associate in arts or the associate in science
as the highest degree” (Cohen & Brawer, 2010, p. 5).
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Course persistence: For the purpose of this study, course persistence is defined as
the continued enrollment in a face-to-face (traditional) course until completion within an
academic semester.
Course completion: Students who complete a course with an A – F grade.
Course retention: The number of students enrolled in a course after the course
census date and the number of students who complete the course with an A – F grade at
the end of the semester.
Full-time academic instructors: Faculty members who are employed full-time to
teach academic courses that transfer to a four-year institution.
Full-time academic student: A student who is enrolled in a minimum of 12
semester credit hours of academic courses that transfer to a four-year institution.
Idealized attributes (IA): Occurs when leaders build trust, encourage confidence
and power, and go beyond self-interest for the good of the group.
Idealized behaviors (IB): Transpires when leaders behave with integrity, share
their most important values and beliefs, reflect on the moral and ethical consequences of
decisions, and focus on a desirable vision.
Idealized influence (II)/(charisma): Incorporates the leader behaviors of clearly
communicating a vision, using inspirational language to motivate followers to share in
the vision, and sets as example to be followed to achieve the vision (Bass, 1999).
Inspirational motivation (IM): Transpires when transformational leaders
communicate expectations for the vision in a way that inspires followers to achieve in
shared goals (Bass, 1999).
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Intellectual stimulation (IS): Occurs when transformational leaders encourage
followers to challenge traditional beliefs, improve upon problem-solving strategies that
encourage innovative thinking and creativity (Bass, 1999).
Intent to persist (ITP): Defined by whether students could voluntarily
withdraw/drop from a course, if they could, but intend to complete the course.
Individualized consideration (IC): Displayed when transformational leaders
consider the developmental needs of followers and guide/mentor followers toward
achieving their full potential by assigning work opportunities for growth and
development through self- actualization (Bass, 1999).
Mississippi Community College Board: The Board is the coordinating agency that
establishes standards and guidelines for the operation of the fifteen community/junior
colleges.
Mississippi community/junior college: A two-year post-secondary institution of
higher learning that offers the following programs: academic, technical, vocational, adult
basic education, adult continuing education, general education development, job training
partnership, and industry related training and offers the Associate of Arts and the
Associate of Applied Science degrees (Mississippi Community College Board).
Part-time academic student: A student who is enrolled in 11 semester credit hours
or fewer of academic courses that transfer to a four-year institution (Mississippi
Community College Board).
Persistence: The continued enrollment or degree completion at any higher
education institution, including one different from the institution of initial enrollment, in
the fall semesters of a student’s first and second year (NSCRC, 2016).
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Retention: The continued enrollment or degree completion within the same higher
education institution in the fall semesters of a student’s first and second year (NSCRC,
2016).
Transformational Leadership (TL): Leadership behaviors that integrate idealized
influence (idealized attributes (IA) and idealized behaviors (IB) ), inspirational
motivation (IM), intellectual stimulation (IS), and individualized consideration (IC) that
inspire both leader and followers to higher levels of motivation, performance, and
morality (Bass, 1999).
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CHAPTER II – REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Since the start of the twentieth century, community colleges have filled a niche in
U.S. educational systems. There have been many historical events, social forces, and
beliefs that have fostered the growth, development, and diverse mission of community
colleges in America. The growth of community colleges in the U.S. has not only
influenced education in the country, it has also influenced higher education throughout
the world. The notion that an education has a significant influence on the individual and
society has contributed to the role of community colleges in America. It is believed that
well-educated citizens will keep the U.S. competitive throughout the world. In the U.S.,
comprehensive community colleges are vital because they provide access to a higher
education for members of society (Vaughan, 1985; Dougherty, 2017). Consequently, in
1948 the Truman Commission suggested the creation of a network of public, communitybased colleges to serve local needs. Nationwide, approximately 41% of all U.S.
undergraduates are enrolled in community colleges (AACC, 2019). In Mississippi the
percentage is even higher than the national average. Mississippi community colleges
serve more than half of undergraduates enrolled in public higher education institutions
within the state.
A Historical Review of Community Colleges in the U.S.
The origination of junior/community colleges in the U.S. began over a century
ago. According to Bogue (1950, p. xvii), in 1922, the American Association of Junior
Colleges defined a junior college as “an institution offering two years of instruction of
strictly collegiate grade.” That definition was slightly modified to include the addendum
that “the junior college may, and is likely to, develop a different type of curriculum suited
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to the larger and ever-changing civic, social, religious, and vocational needs of the entire
community in which the college is located” (Bogue, 1950, p. xvii). This addendum also
stated “the work offered shall be on a level appropriate for high school graduates”
(Bogue, 1950, p. xvii). This definition was expanded on by Eells (1931) to include
university branch campuses that offered lower-division work on branch campuses or in a
separate facility. It also included, state junior colleges supported by state funds and
controlled by state boards. Even secondary schools that offered college-level courses
were considered junior colleges. Local colleges formed by groups acting without legal
authority were also included in Eells’s 1931 description. In the 1950s and 1960s, junior
colleges were considered lower-division branches of private universities and two-year
colleges.
In the 1970s, junior colleges would become known as community college. The
name change derived from the notion that community colleges primarily attract and
accept students from the local community and are often supported by local tax revenue.
They were designed to be local and to reflect the needs of the community. According to
the American Association of Community Colleges (AACC), nearly every congressional
district in the U.S. has a community college. Today, community colleges are known
throughout the U.S. as city colleges, branch campuses, or county colleges. Community
colleges are defined as any institution regionally accredited to award the associate in arts
or the associate in science as its highest degree.
Growth of Community Colleges in the U.S.
Cohen and Brawer (2010) stated that there were primarily four factors that
influenced the growth of community colleges in America. Social forces, such as the need
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for trained workers, lengthened period of adolescence, and the drive for social equality,
influenced the desire to attend college. Science was also an influential factor because of
the belief that society would develop more rapidly if more people learned the principles
of science. Consequently, this force was followed by the emergence of new technologies
as a key component in the rise of the community college. The creation of new
technologies would require more skilled workers to operate the technology. These skilled
workers would need specialized training designed for the specialized technology.
Fortunately, workforce training was offered by community colleges in which companies
would collaborate with the college to train their employees. Finally, social mobility was a
driving force in enrollment growth because education was held in such high esteem.
Education attainment was perceived as an avenue to personal upward mobility and a
major contributor to the community’s wealth. Now, in the 20th Century, community
colleges have secured a niche in higher education by accepting the new responsibilities of
educating society (Dougherty, 2017).
Ultimately, America’s dedication to the belief that all individuals should have the
opportunity to rise to their greatest potential, via a higher education, was a primary
contributor to the growth of community colleges (Cohen & Brawer, 2010). This belief
broke down barriers and provided access to a higher education for society. This belief is
still prevalent today, as evinced by former President Obama’s appeal that every American
pursues at least a year of higher education or postsecondary career training. Former
President Obama unveiled, in January of 2015, his “America’s College Promise”
proposal, an initiative to make two years of community college education available free
of charge to responsible students (The White House, 2015). Even today, community
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colleges are seen as a problem-solver for a wide variety of problems in higher education
such as cost and inclusivity to career-readiness and community engagement.
Access to College
In the early beginnings of community colleges, the majority of students who
enrolled were from the lower half of high school classes, both academically and
socioeconomically (Cohen & Brawer, 2010). However, in the early years, enrollment
consisted of students from higher socioeconomic and aptitude backgrounds which was in
line with the early beliefs of who should have access to college. Cross (1971) stated that
there were three philosophies that suggested who should go to college (Cohen & Brawer,
2010). The “philosophy of the Aristocratic” suggested that white males from the upper
socioeconomic classes should attend. This philosophy was evinced by the student
demographics of the early years, which consisted of mainly white males. The
“Meritocratic philosophy”, posited that college admission should be based on ability.
This philosophy is extinct, as demonstrated by an open-door admissions policy and the
diverse curricula functions of community colleges. Finally, the “Egalitarian philosophy”
was founded on the premise that all citizens should have equality of access to educational
opportunities. Access should be equal regardless of socioeconomic status, race, sex, or
ability. This philosophy has withstood the test of time as supported by the open-door
admissions policy and diverse mission of community colleges in the 21st century (Cohen
& Brawer, 2010).
Student Demographics, Then and Now
In 1960, fifty-nine years after the first U.S. community college was established,
there was a total nationwide student population of 500,000 (Cohen & Brawer, 2010).
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Currently there is an estimated 12 million people enrolled in over 1,051 community
colleges nationwide (AACC, 2019). From 1901 to 1977, the majority of the student
population consisted of men, which was expected due to the Aristocratic philosophy of
who should attend to college (Cohen & Brawer, 2010). That trend in gender was broken
between 1978 and 2012, when the majority of the student population consisted of
women. Since 1978, women consistently comprise the majority of the student population
with more women than men earning associate degrees since 1978. Today, 56% of the
student population is comprised of women on the national level (AACC, 2019).
The number of 18 year olds enrolled in community colleges doubled in the 1970s
and peaked in 1979. This trend was followed by a decline in enrollment from 1980 to
1992. Today, the average age of community college students is 28, although 54% of
students are below the age of 22. Currently, 38% of the student population is between the
age of 22 and 39. Presently, 9% of students enrolled in community colleges are 40 years
of age and older (AACC, 2019).
In 1997, community colleges enrolled 38% of students in U.S. higher education,
with 46% of the population being comprised of ethnic minorities (NCES, 2001). In 2004
there were 36.5% of ethnic minorities enrolled nationwide, which was an increase from
only 16.5% enrolled in 1976 (NCES, 2004). Today, 46% of the student population is
comprised of Caucasians. Hispanics (25%) and African Americans (14%) represent a
significant proportion of minorities. Asian Americans/Pacific Islander (6%) and Native
Americans (1%) also contribute to the diverse demographics of the student population.
Approximately 4% of the population is unknown or other. The enrollment of ethnic
minorities changed the demographic landscape of community colleges in addition to the
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inclusion of women, low-ability students, students with disabilities, and students from
low socioeconomic classes (AACC, 2019).
Due to the demand, growth, and success of community colleges in the U.S.,
student demographics have become more diverse. According to Dougherty, Lahr, and
Morest (2017), mainly due to the comprehensive mission and open-door policy,
America’s community colleges tend to attract more working class students, minority
students, and older students than do public and private U.S. universities. The AACC
(2019) posited that community college students are the most diverse student population
within the higher education sector. Community college students are often first generation
college students and on average, are usually older in age. Because most of these students
are working, they attend school part-time, with only about 37% or 2.6 million students
being enrolled full time. The accessibility of local community colleges serves as a higher
education pipeline for citizens to reach their educational goals.
The Mission of Community Colleges
As student demographics evolved to become more diverse, so has the mission of
community colleges in the U.S. (AACC, 2019). In the early years, providing a vocational
education was the primary mission of a community college (Vaughan, 1985). Vocational
education was provided by agricultural high schools that later became known as
community and junior colleges. These vocational/agricultural high schools began to offer
a liberal education, in addition to a vocational education. The mission of most community
colleges progressed to include basic commitments to serve all segments of society
through an open-access admissions policy that offers equal and fair treatment to all
students as suggested by the Egalitarian philosophy of who should have access to college.
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Consequently, an additional mission was fostered that would provide a comprehensive
educational program and access to a higher education for community members. Finally,
another mission of two-year colleges is to serve its local population as a communitybased institution of higher education thereby providing easy access within one’s own
community. Thus, the community college’s mission has developed to provide a
comprehensive-higher education through five curricula functions (Cohen & Brawer,
2010).
Diverse Curricula Functions of Community Colleges
Community colleges offer a comprehensive educational program and a variety of
credentials. Unlike other higher education institutions, community colleges have five
curricula functions (Cohen & Brawer, 2010). The primary function is to provide
academic transfer or baccalaureate preparation. Students will transfer to a four-year
institution to pursue a bachelor’s degree upon completing the necessary requirements at
the community college level. There is usually an articulation agreement to allow for
seamless integration into four-year institutions. A second function is to provide a
vocational-technical education. Students will graduate with an Associate Degree and may
enter directly into the workforce. The third function is to provide community
service/continuing education opportunities. Community colleges serve as cultural centers
for their communities. They also offer non-credit courses to the community for personal
development and interest.
The diverse undergraduate population consists of an increased number of lowerachievement students among college entrants (Cohen & Brawer, 2010). To accommodate
the low achievement level of students, a fourth curricular function is to provide remedial
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and developmental education (Cohen & Brawer, 2010; Dougherty, 2017). This curricular
function offers a remedial education for high school graduates who are not academically
prepared to enroll in college-level courses. In the early years, industry training was a
major curricula function and today it is still an important fifth function. Colleges provide
contracted training and education wherein a local company pays the college to provide
specific training or courses for their employees (Vaughan, 1985). According to Bragg
(2001), the sixth and newest function, which was spurred by the onset of new technology,
marginalization, and globalization, was the eLearning curricula function. eLearning, also
referred to as Distance Learning, occurs online using one's computer and eliminates the
barrier of attending a traditional face-to-face courses (MACJC, 2007). Currently, some
community colleges offer English as a Second Language, adult education, dual
enrollment courses involving high school students, and a variety of additional community
services (Cohen et al., 2014; Dougherty, 2017). These diverse curricular functions have
helped to secure a place in higher education for community colleges nationwide and
globally (Vaughan, 1985; Bragg, 2001; Cohen & Brawer, 2010, and Dougherty, 2017).
Origination of the First Community College in the U.S.
Junior colleges, which would become known as community colleges, originated
over a century ago in the U.S. (Vaughan, 1985; Cohen & Brawer, 2010). In 1901, a
movement began that would provide the first two years of college courses in separate
schools known as junior colleges (Young & Ewing, 1978). America's first public
community college began as an experimental postgraduate high school program. It was
the idea of J. Stanley Brown, Superintendent of Joliet Township High School, and
William Rainey Harper, founder and first President of the University of Chicago (Cohen
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& Brawer, 2010). One of Harper's ideas was to allow students to study the first two years
of college in their own communities. This would allow students to be better prepared for
the rigors of college.
Harper’s idea and vision helped lead to the creation of the community and junior
college system in the United States. Consequently, the nation’s first public community
college was Joliet Township High School that would later become known as Joliet Junior
College. Joliet Junior College offers pre-baccalaureate programs for students planning to
transfer to a four-year university (Vaughan, 1985). A comprehensive community college,
Joliet Junior College provides occupational education leading directly to employment,
adult education and literacy programs, workforce development services, and student
support services. The college's initial enrollment consisted of six students. In 2010, Joliet
Junior College served more than 35,000 students in credit classes and noncredit courses
(Cohen & Brawer, 2010). Currently, Joliet Junior College (JJC) serves seven counties
that cover 1,442 square miles. JJC serves approximately 210,000 households and roughly
700,000 residents (Joliet Junior College, 2019). In their fall 2018 enrollment, JJC
reported an unduplicated head count of 14,726 and 14,621 in spring 2019. According to
JJC’s department of Institutional Research and Effectiveness, Joliet’s innovative
programs have been shaped by the community in which it resides and thus the college
continues to set the example as an affordable, quality institution dedicated to student
learning (Joliet Junior College, 2019).
Overview of the First Statewide System of Community Colleges
Even as junior colleges spread across the U.S., in the 1900s, there were still a
limited number of private and church-related two-year institutions throughout the nation
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being called junior colleges (Cohen & Brawer, 2010). A few high schools throughout the
U.S. had begun to add college work to their curricula. States such as Illinois, California,
Iowa, Texas, and a few others established junior colleges and offered college-level
courses at their high schools. Likewise, Mississippi’s public junior colleges began in
1922, as a result of legislative work sponsored by Dr. Julius C. Zeller, a financially
independent Mississippi Senator from Yazoo County (Broom, 1953; Young & Ewing,
1978). Senator Zeller was heavily influenced by the idea of William Rainey Harper who
suggested that students be allowed to study the first two years of college in their own
communities. Zeller visualized a network of two-year public colleges in Mississippi
communities. In 1922, Senate Bill (SB) 251, sponsored by Julius C. Zeller, passed the
Mississippi Legislature opening the doors of higher education to young people of low
income families in Mississippi. Further, during the 1928 regular session of the state
legislature, Senator Zeller introduced SB 131, a more comprehensive bill than the 1922
law. Subsequently, this bill set up the Commission of Junior Colleges that would place
Mississippi to the forefront in establishing an actual state system of community colleges
(MACJC, 2007).
Although Mississippi was not the first state to establish a junior college,
Mississippi was the first state to legally establish a statewide junior/community college
system (Broom, 1953; Young & Ewing, 1978). The Mississippi Community College
system is recognized as the first statewide system and is considered one of the strongest
in the nation (Broom, 1953; Young & Ewing, 1978; MACJC, 2007; Fatherree, 2010).
The Mississippi state system was the result of three actions. The first action occurred in
1928 when Claude Bennett, the first supervisor of agricultural high schools (AHS) and
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his successor Knox M. Broom, Mississippi’s supervisor of agricultural high schools and
junior colleges, helped to establish a state commission to coordinate activities at current
and future junior colleges. The legislation of 1928 not only passed laws establishing the
Commission of Junior Colleges (CJC), it provided state funds to support junior colleges,
which was the second action that placed Mississippi as the front runner in establishing a
state supported system. Before 1928, work of freshman and sophomore years of college
was financed entirely by the regular funds for the operation of high schools. However,
House Bill 263 appropriated $475,000 for agricultural high schools and an additional
$85,000 for junior colleges. The third and final action that established a statewide system
of community colleges occurred in 1929. The CJC divided the state into thirteen junior
college districts in which only one junior college could be supported. The laws that
Broom supported not only provided state funds to colleges, the laws would also help limit
the number of junior colleges in Mississippi. This decision ensured that there would be
enough students and adequate state funding for each college in the district (Young &
Ewing, 1978; Fatherree, 2010).
The Rise of Community Colleges in Mississippi. According to Young & Ewing
(1978), the first community college in Mississippi was Pearl River Agricultural High
School, which offered college courses even before Zeller’s 1922 senate bill was made
law. Pearl River AHS (Poplarville) and Hinds AHS (Raymond) extended the curriculum
to include the studies of the freshman year of college work. Each offered college courses
for the 1922-23 sessions, although Pearl River offered college work to 12 students during
1921-22, without state authority. The original 11 community colleges consisted of: 1)
1922-23, Pearl River; 2) 1922-23 Hinds; 3) 1925-26, Holmes County AHS (Goodman);
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4) 1925-26, Harrison Stone AHS (Perkinston); 5) 1926-27, Sunflower County AHS
(Moorehead); 6) 1927-28, Kemper County AHS (Scooba); 7) 1927-28, Jones County
AHS (Ellisville); 8) 1927-28, Tate County AHS (Senatobia); 9) 1928-29, Copiah-Lincoln
AHS (Wesson); 10) 1928-29, Newton County AHS (Decatur); and 11) 1929-30, Pike
County AHS (Summit) (MACJC, 2007).
The legislation of 1922 (SB 252) also provided for the trustees of a “separate
school district containing a municipality with a population of 10,000 or more” to “extend
the curriculum to include the studies of the freshman or sophomore years or both, of
college work” (Young & Ewing, 1978). This opened the door for Meridian Community
College, the only junior college in the state of MS that met the criteria. The number of
junior colleges remained at 11 for 18 years. The first 11 are sometimes referred to as the
“original” junior college, the first state-wide system in the United States. Other colleges
were added that included: 1) 1937-38, Meridian; 2) 1948-49, Itawamba AHS (Fulton); 3)
1948-49, Northeast AHS (Boonville); 4) 1949-50, Coahoma AHS (Clarksdale); 5) 195455, Utica AHS; and 6) 1956-57, Harris. Two junior colleges were established for AfricanAmerican students, Coahoma Junior College in 1949 and Utica Junior College in 1954.
Utica, a predominantly Black college, merged with Hinds CC in 1982. Harris, a
predominantly Black college in Meridian, MS, was closed by federal court order in 1969
(Young & Ewing, 1978). Mississippi community colleges continue to remain true to the
mission of providing access to a higher education in local communities throughout the
state.
The Success of Mississippi’s Community College System. According to Young
and Ewing (1978) Mississippi community colleges were very successful due to a variety
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of reasons. Due to the rural nature of Mississippi (86% in 1922), agriculture highs
schools, beginning in 1908, became a success. These high schools were the foundation
that stimulated the infrastructure of community colleges in the state. The rural nature also
eliminated financial barriers to education for rural Mississippians by providing colleges
situated in local communities. Students would not have to travel far to receive an
education. In response to vocational education needs and geographical distributions,
community colleges were populated by an abundance of students. There was adequate
room and board available. Students worked on farms to help with the expenses related to
college.
In addition to federal funding, local tax support from counties helped to provide
the resources needed to maintain such elaborate educational systems. According to J. D.
Williams (1978), Mississippi, possibly like no other state where incomes were low and
needs so great, has institutionalized education contributed more than through Mississippi
community colleges. Dr. Ben H. Fatherree (2010), professor of history at Hinds
Community College, Raymond, stated “The Mississippi system of community and junior
colleges remains true to its original mission. That mission is to provide a quality,
accessible education for the state’s communities at an affordable price.”
Community colleges remain vital in providing higher education opportunities to
communities throughout the state of Mississippi, the United States, and the world.
Mississippi’s community college system is divided into fifteen local districts throughout
the state and thus consists of 15 colleges (see Appendix E). In the academic year of 2019,
the duplicated headcount of students enrolled in the state’s community college system
was 97,478 (MCCB, 2019). According to the Mississippi Community College Board, in
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the 2019 academic year, Mississippi community colleges awarded 19,684 degrees.
Associate of arts/science degrees accounted for approximately (43%) or 8,558 of the
degrees awarded in 2019. The number of associate of applied science degrees awarded
was 24.23%. Career and technical certificate awards accounted for 21% and 11%,
respectively, of the degrees awarded by Mississippi community colleges in the 2019
academic year (MCCB, 2019). The Mississippi community college system remains true
to the mission of educating members of the community by providing access to academic,
vocational, and certificate programs.
Two-Year vs Four-Year, College Retention and Graduation Rates
The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) revealed that 17.5 million
undergraduate students were enrolled in postsecondary colleges and universities in fall
2013 (National Center for Educational Statistics, 2015). Approximately 10.5 million or
(60%) were enrolled in four-year institutions, while 7.0 million or (40%) attended twoyear institutions. However, retaining these students until completion continues to be a
major concern for American higher education systems. In 2012, the retention rate for
first-time, full-time students enrolled at four-year degree granting institutions, who
returned in fall 2013, was (80%). The retention rate was much less at two-year
institutions, with only (60%) of students returning in fall 2013.
Unlike four-year higher education institutions, community colleges have an opendoor admissions policy, offer a variety of curricula functions, and thus attract students
from diverse backgrounds. This has created various challenges related to college student
retention, student persistence, program completion, and graduation rates (Cohen &
Brawer, 2008). According to the NCES, institutions with open-door admissions report
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retention rates that are lower than the rates of highly selective institutions with stringent
admissions policies. Seidman (2005) suggested that open enrollment institutions have
less stringent admission requirements and reported a dropout rate of (35%) as compared
to highly selective admission requirements with a dropout rate of only (8%). Similarly,
four-year institutions indicated a graduation rate of (59.4%) for first-time, full-time
undergraduates who graduated within 6 years of starting a program, yet the graduation
rate was significantly lower at two-year institutions. They reported a graduation rate of
(29%) for first-time, full-time undergraduates who graduated with 3 years of starting a
program (National Center for Educational Statistics, 2015). Even though the graduation
rates are lower for community colleges, from academic year 2011 and 2018, Mississippi
community colleges have increased graduation awards from 14,412 to 20,432 or
approximately 42%. The results of this study may provide two-year institutions with
strategies for increasing student retention and persistence though the integration of
transformational classroom leadership practices by instructors.
Although two-year higher education institutions have significantly lower
completion and retention rates than four-year colleges and universities, U.S.
comprehensive community colleges serve as an entrance to a higher education. These
institutions play a vital role in educating a diverse student population. Community
college students differ from university students demographically, socioeconomically, and
academically and enter with various educational goals. These students are generally nontraditional and academically under-prepared for college-level work. A large percentage
of community college students score below college level in reading, writing, and
mathematics (Cohen and Brawer, 2008).
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According to Cohen and Brawer (2008), a majority of the students enrolled in
community colleges are from the lower half of high school classes, both academically
and socioeconomically. In 2006, it was reported that approximately 58% of community
college students were in the bottom half of the socioeconomic status (SES) distribution.
Conversely, approximately 34% of students in competitive public and private four-year
higher education institutions were from the bottom half of SES distribution. Community
colleges serve an important role in providing a higher education to a diverse background
of students. Community colleges are expected to provide less advantaged students
opportunities to a higher education, and opportunities for social mobility. Despite an open
access admissions policy that has increased access to a higher education, community
colleges are faced with the challenge of retaining and graduating students (National
Center for Educational Statistics, 2015).
Improving Community College Retention and Graduation Rates
One of the top priorities for U.S. community colleges is to increase graduation
and retention rates (Friedl, Pittenger, & Sherman, 2012; Obama, 2009). According to The
Top 10 Higher Education State Policy Issues for 2013, by the American Association of
State Colleges and Universities (AASCU), the issue of improving institutional
performance was designated as the number one concern the 2013 legislative sessions.
According to the literature, improving institutional performance includes program
completion rates, student retention rates, and graduation rates, in in addition to
performance-based funding systems, performance-based accountability, and funding
formulas (AASCU, 2013). Institutional performance is based largely on retention rates,
graduations rates, and degree completions. Consequently, in order to increase
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institutional performance, programs and interventions should be implemented to retain
and graduate students.
U.S. public colleges and universities have been tasked with the challenge of
increasing graduation rates. President Obama issued the challenge that every U.S. citizen
“commit to at least one year or more of higher education or career training” and for this
“nation to attain the highest proportion of college graduates in the world by 2020”
(Obama, 2009). The AASCU reported that strategic efforts by colleges and universities
should focus on improving outcomes, such as degree completion and student retention,
while maintaining academic standards. Therefore a study such as this may add to the
existing literature on student retention and persistence in community colleges which may
improve completion and graduation rates.
Theoretical Framework
This study was guided by the theoretical underpinnings of Tinto’s theory of
college student retention and Bass’s theory of transformational leadership. The
origination of this study was based on the idea that there is a relationship between
transformational leadership in the classroom and college student persistence within a
course. Tinto’s Interactionalist Theory (IT) provides sound reasoning concerning the
issue of persistence and retention of students within higher education institutions. Tinto
postulates that the interaction of students within the academic and social systems of the
college or university determines student persistence or departure (Tinto, 1993; 2005;
2007). Additionally, interactions between students and teachers within these systems,
both academic and social, occur in the classroom.
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Furthermore, researchers have applied Bass’s theory of transformational
leadership to various educational settings, including classrooms. Transformational
leadership has been examined in the classrooms of K-12, secondary, post-secondary,
online/distance learning, and both national and international educational environments.
The literature indicates that the positive outcomes derived from transformational
leadership practices in organizational settings are also applicable in educational settings.
Nevertheless, noticeably absent from this literature is a specific focus on the community
college environment.
Tinto’s Interactionalist Theory
Tinto’s interactionalist theory is one of the most cited models of student retention
(Seidman, 2005). Tinto’s theory is grounded in the work of Durkheim (1951) and Van
Gennep (1960). The interactionalist theory was an extension of Spady’s 1970 research on
student persistence in which Spady first applied Durkheim’s 1951 theory of community
and suicide. Tinto’s interactionalist theory was also based Van Gennep’s 1960 study
entitled The Rites of Passage which examined the rites of passage in tribal societies.
Durkheim’s (1951) study regarding suicide postulated that an individual leaves
society by means of suicide due to lacking a sense of belonging. Durkheim’s study also
suggested that unsuccessful integration into society was a significant precursor of suicide.
Similarly, Tinto’s interactionalist theory suggests that the unsuccessful integration of
students into the social and academic systems were a precursor to college student
departure. Tinto proposed that student departure is due to a failure of the student and the
institution to create a sense of belonging for the student through social and academic
interactions. Tinto’s studies indicated that student departure is a longitudinal process that
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occurs because of the importance the students attribute to their interactions with the
academic and social systems of higher education institutions (Seidman, 2005).
Van Gennep (1960), a Dutch anthropologist, studied the process of establishing
membership in tribal societies. His work was focused on the transition of youth to adult
status in society via the passage of three distinct phases. Van Gennep referred to these
phases as the stages of separation, transition, and incorporation. As individuals pass
through these phases, Van Gennep suggested that changes occurred in the pattern of
interactions between the individual and members of society (Tinto, 1993). According to
Tinto, students transition from being a familiar member of one group in society to
another group in which they are unfamiliar. Consequently, students may feel a sense of
isolation from society which increases the likelihood of departure (Tinto, 1993).
According to Tinto, the work of Durkheim and Van Gennep provided a means of
understanding voluntary student departure stemming from the lack of integration into the
academic and social communities of colleges, in addition to the transitions of students
within these higher education systems. As students pass through the stages of separation,
transition, and incorporation, Tinto suggested that students experience feelings of
weakness and isolation from the lack of academic and social integration or membership
into these systems, which contribute to voluntary student departure.
Interactions with the formal and informal components of the academic and social
systems which occur in the classroom play a distinct role in student departure (Borglum
& Kubala, 2000; Braxton, 2000; 2008; Braxton, Hirschy, & McClendon, 2004; Tinto
2007; Bolkan & Goodboy, 2009; 2010; 2011; Bolkan, Goodboy, & Griffin, 2011; Loes &
Pascarella, 2015; Seidman, 2005; Tinto 1993). Comprehensive contact with faculty
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increases the likelihood of persistence within colleges. Scholars have postulated that the
greater contact between faculty, staff, and students, the more likely that the students will
establish membership into the academic and social communities of college.
Consequently, these positive interactions increase the student’s commitment to the
college, which then leads to an increased likelihood that the student will remain in
college (Tinto, 1993; Seidman, 2005; and Braxton, 2000).
Bass’s Transformational Leadership Theory
James “Jim” V. Downton (1973), a sociologist known for studies regarding
leadership, coined the term “transformational leadership,” in Rebel Leadership:
Commitment and Charisma in a Revolutionary Process. However, the theory of
transforming leadership, later known as transformational leadership, was first introduced
by Burns (1978) in the descriptive studies of political leaders and in organizational
psychology. Transformational leadership is concerned with strategies to empower
subordinates to achieve goals rather than control strategies as seen in other types of
leadership (Conger, 1999).
According to Burns, transformational leadership occurs when an individual
engages with others in a manner that leaders and subordinates raise one another to higher
levels of motivation, performance, and morality (Burns, 1978, p. 20). Similarly,
according to Bass, transformational leaders elevate followers morally and the relationship
between the leader and followers extend beyond the transactional relationship of using
control strategies. Therefore, Bass (1985) extended the work of Burns by theorizing
authentic transformational leadership behaviors into the four categories of idealized
influence (charisma), intellectual stimulation, individualized consideration, and
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inspirational motivation. Bass asserted that transformational leaders raise the follower’s
level of maturity and morals in addition to concerns for success, self-actualization, and
the welfare of others, the organization, and society (Bass, 1999).
Bass postulated that the four components of transformational leadership are
idealized influence (II), inspirational motivation (IM), individualized consideration (IC),
and intellectual stimulation (IS). Bass asserted that transformational leaders raise the
follower’s level of maturity and morals in addition to concerns for success, selfactualization, the welfare of others, the organization, and society (Bass, 1999, p. 11). As
stated by Bass, idealized influence, also known as charisma, occurs when the leader is
confident, envisioning, and sets high standards for emulation. Idealized influence is
displayed when a leader foresees a desirable goal, communicates effectively on how to
reach the goal, and provides a positive example to be followed while displaying
confidence and determination (Bass, 1999). Intellectual stimulation is displayed when the
leader encourages and helps followers to become more inventive and resourceful while
challenging traditional problem-solving strategies.
Bass (1999), stated that individualized consideration is demonstrated when
leaders consider the developmental needs of followers and guide/mentor followers
toward achieving their full potential by assigning work opportunities for growth and
development through self- actualization. Bass posited that inspirational motivation occurs
when leaders communicate expectations for a desirable vision in a way that inspires
followers to achieve in shared goals. Transformational leadership has been studied in
organizational settings and has been tested in educational settings. Similar to the findings
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in organizational settings, transformational leadership has produced promising results for
student outcomes.
Extending the Theory of Transformational Leadership to the Classroom of Community
Colleges
According to Tinto (1993), classroom experiences play a role in the intent of
students to persevere. Positive classroom experiences are integral to the integration of
students into the social and academic culture of universities and colleges. He theorized
that more integrated students were academically and socially, the more likely the students
were to persist until graduation. Scholars have provided support to the application of
Tinto’s theory in four-year institutions.
The Relationship between Transformational Leadership and Course Persistence
A plethora of studies have provided insight to the roll of the classroom in college
student persistence (Astin, 1977; Bean, 1983; Braxton, 2000; Loes & Pascarella, 2015;
Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Seidman, 2005; Spady, 1971; Tinto, 1975, 1993, 2005,
2007). These studies assert that effective classroom instructional methods or instructor
behaviors have been linked to various measures of course outcomes and content mastery
of the course through hundreds of correlational studies. The literature indicates that
approximately 42% of students enrolled in public two-year colleges depart during their
first year while 26% of students depart from public BA/BS four-year institutions
(American College Testing Program, 2018). Researchers such as Braxton, Hirschy, and
McClendon (2004) have suggested that the classroom plays a significant role in both,
residential and commuter colleges and universities, in regards to student persistence.
Pascarella, Seifert, and Whitt (2008) presented evidence that overall exposure to clear
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and organized classroom instruction may have a positive overall effect on the probability
of first-year students returning for the next year of college. Many scholars have theorized
that the nature and quality of classroom instruction not only influence learning outcomes,
but may play an important role in student departure or persistence.
Transformational Leadership in Various Educational Settings
One of the earlier articles on transformational leadership examined a K – 12
school district in Canada (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000). The findings supported previous
studies regarding the benefits of transformational leadership on organizational conditions
are applicable to improving student engagement. Another study supported the idea that
this style of leadership is applicable to distance/online learning environments. In online
asynchronous environments, transformational leadership styles are positively correlated
with student satisfaction and other student learning outcomes (Bolger, Caspi, & Roccas,
2013; Harrison, 2011). The results of studies regarding transformational leadership in the
classroom of international higher education institutions have produced similar results as
found in U.S. studies (Cerda Suarez & Hernandez, 2012; Daniels & Goodboy, 2014;
Pounder, 2008a; 2008b).
The literature identifies several recognizable factors that indicate student
persistence within higher education colleges and universities is influenced by the
academic and social integration of students into the culture of that college or university
(Tinto, 1993; Seidman, 2005; Deil-Amen, 2011). These factors also suggest that
leadership behaviors exhibited by instructors in the classroom influence student
persistence and performance. Furthermore, researchers postulate that faculty interactions
with students influence the students’ intent to persist and complete courses or depart from
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courses. Transformational leadership studies in the classroom, over the last nineteen
years, have revealed the benefits of this style of leadership on many student outcomes.
Theoretically, instructors who demonstrate effective transformational leadership
characteristics/behaviors are more likely to influence academic and social integration of
their students, thereby influencing student persistence within a course.
According to researchers, student persistence is improved when a student
effectively integrates into the culture of the institution both academically and socially.
Integration is influenced by many factors, such as academic performance, attitude and
satisfaction, academic engagement, and social and family support (Jensen, 2011). Social
and academic integration also includes positive interactions with faculty both in and out
of the classroom. In theory, instructors who demonstrate effective transformational
leadership behaviors will be more likely to influence institutional, social, and academic
integration of their students.
An Overview of Student Persistence and Voluntary Withdrawal from Courses
Seidman (2005) reports that student retention is regarded as an institutional
measure and persistence as a student measure. There are at least four major types of
retention. Institutional retention is the most basic which focuses on the number of
students that persist from year to year at the same institution. System retention is aimed at
retaining students in the system of higher education which accommodates transfer
students and students that matriculate between institutions. Retention within a major or
discipline focuses on students that persist within a major area of study, specific
department, or discipline. Lastly, retention within a course is described by Seidman
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(2005) as the smallest unit of analysis with respect to retention. Retention within the
course measures course completion.
Studies have suggested that there are two types of leaving behavior or dropout
behavior that constitute student departure. One type being academic dismissal from a
college or university and the other being voluntary student withdrawal. In a study by
Pascarella and Terenzini (1977), data indicated that voluntary withdrawal is affected by
principles dissimilar with those that characterize the social and intellectual climates of the
institution and by low levels of personal interaction with faculty members and other
students, principally outside the classroom and offices of the college. Pascarella (1982)
noted that dropouts from colleges and universities do occur due to inadequate academic
performance, but an over whelming majority of dropouts are due to voluntary withdrawal
by students. Tinto (1975) proposed that students who drop out of college, often times,
exhibit higher levels of academic performance than students who persist. He attributes
high rates of student withdrawal to a lack of personal integration into the intellectual and
social status quo of institutional life.
In one of the earliest studies on course withdrawals, Adams and Becker (1990)
analyzed student decisions for withdrawing from certain classes at the University of
Minnesota. Adams and Becker included student characteristics such as age, gender,
race/ethnicity, course/credit load, reason for taking a course (required/elective), grade
point average, financial need, whether they had a disability, whether they were an athlete,
and past course withdrawal behavior. They also included instructor and course
characteristics such as gender of instructor, size of the instructor’s class, course load,
teaching responsibilities, course completion rate, and quarter (fall/winter/spring). The
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findings of the study suggest that students who have more experience in college are more
likely to withdraw from a course. Additionally, they found that students who withdrew
from courses in the past were more likely to withdraw from future courses. Therefore,
previous withdrawal behavior was identified as a predictor of future withdrawal behavior.
Dunwoody and Frank (1995) conducted a pioneering study that explored the
reasons why students voluntarily withdraw from classes. The authors cited a lack in
literature about the study of retention rates for individual classes as opposed to entire
colleges. They also indicated that there were no studies regarding the potential link
between the number of courses students withdraw from and the probability that they will
complete their degree requirements. At the time of the Dunwoody and Frank study, many
institutions were not collecting data on why students withdraw from college courses.
Therefore, the goal of their study was to examine two factors that likely contribute to
student withdrawal from courses. The first factor being reasons students give for
withdrawing from classes. The second factor was the reasons professors give for why
students withdraw from classes. Tinto (1987) stated that teachers should be aware of
reasons why students withdraw from courses as the knowledge may benefit the teacher.
This knowledge would provide teachers with a means of improving course retention rates
by focusing on specific facets of their courses.
In the study by Dunwoody and Frank (1995), 151 students volunteered to
participate in the study. Students were asked to complete a 15-item Likert-scale
questionnaire in which they ranked a list of reasons related to their decision to withdraw
from a course. Additionally, they were asked to identify how many courses they had
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voluntarily dropped, their current year in college, and their sex. Likewise, 30 professors
completed the same 15-item questionnaire as completed by students.
An analysis of the student responses indicated that two factors accounted for
22.3% (personal considerations and not professor or course related) and 16.5% (course
only and not professor related) of the variance. The first factor consisted of withdrawals
due to personal considerations and was not related to the course or the professor. For the
first factor, two of the highest contributing reasons for withdrawal were items related to
the student needing to work because they ran out of money and the other item being
related to family issues or problems. The second factor was related to the course but not
to the professor. Students reported that they didn’t understand the material and they
didn’t like the course as the highest contributing reason for withdrawal. The results
indicated that there was a positive correlation between the first factor, withdrawals due to
personal considerations, and the number of classes withdrawn from. Therefore, personal
consideration proved to be a powerful and valid predictor of voluntary withdrawal.
According to an analysis of the data between the professors and students, the
researchers found significant differences. The findings indicated that there were
significant differences on 9 of 14 questionnaire items. Dunwoody and Frank stated that
all items that were identified in the student version of the questionnaire as personal
considerations were significantly different than those of the professors. Consequently, the
professors’ ratings of personal consideration were significantly higher. As with the
second factor, course considerations, there were no significant differences found between
the ratings of the professor and students.
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Dunwoody and Frank (1995) discussed several important uses of their study.
Mainly, they asserted that active measures could be incorporated by professors to
increase institutional retention. This was based on the findings that suggest the number of
courses that students withdrew from is correlated with college attrition. The earlier study
by Adams and Becker (1990) had already found that the more experience a student has in
college; the more likely it is that the student will withdraw from any particular course,
which contradicted what was expected. Adams and Becker found that the likelihood of
student withdrawal from courses increases with the number of withdrawals from past
courses. This was suggested to be a significant predictor of withdrawal behavior.
Dunwoody and Frank (1995) asserted that even though personal considerations are out of
the control of professors, course considerations are not and actions could be implemented
to improve aspects of the course. Secondly, Dunwoody and Frank noted that if the
student withdrawal rate is higher than the norm for a certain professor, then measures
should be implemented that are based on the non-personal considerations identified in the
study as a means to improve course retention. The researchers suggest that a high student
withdrawal rate indicates that changes are warranted in the course.
Additionally, Dunwoody and Frank (1995) stated that there are two potential
implications of their study for students. First, they suggest that fewer dropped courses are
correlated to a decrease in the amount of time to complete college which increases
college attrition. Consequently, the second implication is directly related to the first
benefit. There is a decrease in the cost of completing college due to fewer
dropped/withdrawn courses. As the number of withdrawn classes increases, so does the
cost of attending college due to an extended amount of time to earn a degree. Despite the
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significant findings of the study, the authors stated that their study was limited because it
only consisted of students from a four-year state college. Dunwoody and Frank proposed
that for their study to be generalized, that it should be extended to other types of higher
education institutions, such as vocational and private institutions.
A study by Hall, Smith, Boeckman, Ramachandra, Jasin (2003) extended the
research of Dundwoody and Frank (1995). At the time of the study by Hall et al., there
was still a limited amount of research regarding course withdrawals, albeit there were
other articles that examined the relationship between demographic characteristics of
students and course withdrawals. However, there was a lack of studies that examined,
specifically, student reasons for course withdrawal. In the study by Hall et al. they
examined course withdrawals in the spring 2003 semester due to a high withdrawal rate
and low graduation rate at the institution. There were 454 undergraduate participants who
withdrew from a course. They collected various types of student demographic
information. They collected data that included the name of the withdrawn course, gender,
standing, classification, part-time vs. full-time status, and withdrawal date (prior to or
after the drop period). The instrument included five parts regarding: 1) the status of the
students’ participation in early registration, 2) the length of time students decided to
officially withdraw from a course, 3) indication of whether 14 possible reasons to
withdraw from a course was a major, minor, no reason, 4) open-ended question about
other reasons for withdrawing from a course, and 5) the effectiveness of six possible
policy changes aimed at discouraging course withdrawal.
Prior to the study by Hall et al. (2003), Dunwoody and Frank (1995) identified the
top five reasons students ordered for dropping/withdrawing from a course. The top five
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reasons include not being happy with a grade, not understanding the material, a dislike
for the course, a dislike for the professor, and not being interested in the subject. The
findings of the study by Hall et al. also indicated that the main reason students withdraw
from courses was related to not being happy with a grade/doing poorly in class. When
asked if there were other reasons for dropping a course in the open-ended question,
approximately 19.5% of the cited reasons were related to some type of dissatisfaction
with the teacher such as grading methods, attitudes, and the instructor’s behavior. This
commonly cited response was followed by approximately 14.3% who indicated that
health reasons or family obligations were a reason for withdrawing. Some of the other
common responses included dropping a course due to the time of the course, difficulty of
the course, coarse load of the student, change of their major, and being a distance
learning course. One of the most significant actions stemming from this research was the
institution’s decision to not impose any penalties for course withdrawal but to implement
a process to inform students of the potential influence of course withdrawal on their
academic goals. Additionally, due the majority of course withdrawal reasons being
related to the course, withdrawal rates for these courses were provided and were further
investigated by the college. It was also mentioned that faculty would receive assistance in
developing their courses to reduce the withdrawal rate.
Examining the Role of Academic and Social Integration on Persistence and Departure
Due to an open-admissions policy and diverse curricular functions, community
colleges enroll a large number of students from very diverse backgrounds with varied
educational goals. The diverse population consists of students who are full-time, parttime, commuter, residential, minority, disadvantaged, underprepared academically, and
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non-traditional. The population of community college students differs from those of fouryear colleges and universities. Subsequently, the population of community college
students poses a greater challenge to improving graduation and retention rates. Most of
the student persistence literature is focused on traditional students at public residential
four-year universities. Furthermore, these studies focus on the concept of academic and
social integration, in addition to student intent on persistence.
Among the literature that cites Tinto’s theory of interaction on college student
persistence within four-year institutions, a selection of earlier studies focused on the
persistence of students within community colleges (Bers & Smith, 1991; Halpin, 1990;
Mulligan & Hennessy, 1990; Nora, Attinasi, & Matonak, 1989; Pascarella & Terenzini,
1980; Terenzini, Loran, & Pascarella 1981; and Voorhees, 1987). These studies yielded
many notable findings for persistence research in two-year colleges. In 1980, Pascarella
and Terenzini developed an instrument to operationalize Tinto’s constructs of academic
and social integration at four-year institutions. This instrument was later modified in
1981 by Terenzini, Lorang, and Pascarella to distinguish student who persists from
students who depart, while controlling for several variables such as precollege
characteristics, academic performance, and involvement in extracurricular activities.
Their instrument gathered data that provided support to the relationship between
academic and social integration and student persistence.
Many persistence studies that followed would use Terenzini, Lorang, and
Pascarella’s instrument (1981) to examine academic and social integration in two-year
colleges. For example, in 1983, Pascarella and Chapman suggested that academic
integration indirectly impacted persistence through its direct effects on institutional
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commitment at two-year colleges. However, the authors asserted that social integration
did not impact student persistence. Later in 1986, these findings were also supported by
Fox who posited that academic integration was a significant influencer of persistence of
disadvantaged students at a commuter institution. As with Pascarella and Chapman’s
findings regarding the influence of social integration, Fox also ascertained that social
integration did not significantly influence persistence. Additional studies involving twoyear institutions found that social integration was negatively associated with student
persistence, while academic integration was positively associated with the persistence of
community college students (Nora, Attinasi, and Matonak, 1989; Mulligan & Hennessy,
1990; Halpin, 1990; and Bers & Smith, 1991).
Amid the earlier studies regarding academic and social integration, Bers & Smith
(1991) examined the relationship of student intent and academic and social integration on
the persistence of community college students. At the time of this 1991 study, there was a
lack of literature concerning student persistence theories and empirical research that
centered on two-year colleges. Prior to 1991, research concerning student persistence and
academic and social integration had focused on traditionally aged college students at
selective, residential institutions. One objective of the study by Bers and Smith was to
examine the degree to which the persistence of community college students could be
predicted by social and academic integration. The second objective was to determine
whether an instrument designed to operationalize the concept of academic and social
integration created with traditional students at four-year institutions was valid for
students at two-year institutions. Many researchers that explore student persistence
ground their theoretical framework on the works of Spady (1970), Astin (1975), Lenning,
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Beal, Sauer (1980), and Bean (1980, 1983, 1985). However, Bers and Smith (1991)
grounded their study based on the theoretical work of Tinto (1975), whose theory of
interaction focuses on academic and social integration with the formal and informal
academic and social systems of a college.
Bers and Smith conducted their study at a suburban community college in the
Midwest, which included 1,142 students. Participants completed the Current Student
Survey (CSS), which was a self-administered questionnaire with an embedded 30 item
scale developed by Pascarella and Terenzini (1980). The purpose of Pascarella and
Terenzini’s scale was to operationalize the concepts of academic and social integration.
The scale developed by Pascarella and Terenzini were able to be replicated within a
population of two-year college students (Bers & Smith, 1991). Bers and Smith suggested
that future studies should examine the factors that influence the persistence of community
college students in order to gain a more thorough understanding of the diverse student
population of community colleges. This 1991 study is relevant because it explored
student persistence within a community college environment and the findings support the
notion that academic and social integration are predictors of college student persistence
or departure.
The Role of the Classroom in Student Persistence or Departure.
According to Tinto (2006), the classroom is suggested to be “fertile ground” for
the application of retention theory and research into practice. He asserted that empirical
research aimed at examining the relationship between classroom practices and student
persistence starts a critical step in understanding retention and student persistence. The
literature indicates that college and university faculty play a crucial role in influencing
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the decision of students to persist or depart. Unfortunately, college and university faculty
do not perceive student retention as their obligation (Tinto, 2006). However, empirical
evidence provides support to the belief that student persistence or departure decisions are
related to the role that college and university faculty play in the classroom. These roles
are guided by curricular structure and pedagogical practice, instructional staffing of
courses, and teaching skills and teaching practices (Braxton, 2008; Hagedorn, 2005,
Tinto, 1997).
The literature is saturated with correlational and empirical evidence that there is a
positive connection between different dimensions of effective postsecondary classroom
instruction and both course-level learning. Several studies indicate that effective
instruction in the classroom is correlated to student persistence or departure among other
student outcomes (Borglum & Kubala, 2000; Braxton, 2000, 2008; Braxton, Hirschy, &
McClendon, 2004; Tinto 2007; Bolkan & Goodboy, 2009; 2010; 2011; Bolkan,
Goodboy, & Griffin, 2011; Loes & Pascarella, 2015; Seidman, 2005; Tinto 1993).
Studies have linked student impressions of teacher behaviors such as instructional clarity,
course organization, teacher expressiveness, and feedback to students with various
measures of course-related knowledge acquisition or content mastery. The type and
quality of instruction plays a dynamic part in students’ decision to persist or depart.
Pascarella, Seifert, & Whitt (2008), examined effective classroom instruction and
college student persistence. The purpose of this longitudinal quantitative study of firstyear students was to determine if overall exposure to organized and clear classroom
instruction increased the net probability of actual reenrollment at an institution for the
second year of college. The theoretical framework for their study was guided by Tinto’s
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conceptual model (1975, 1993). The study sample consisted of 1,353 first –year students
at a large public-residential research university located in a small Midwestern city. The
results of the study suggest that overall exposure to organized and clear instruction during
the first year of post-secondary education significantly increased the probability of
reenrollment at that institution for the second year of college. As with other studies, the
findings were limited in the generalizability because of the single-institution sample. The
authors suggested that exposure to instructional behaviors that enhance learning may
increase the probability of a student’s persistence at an institution by increasing the level
of satisfaction with the education being received. This research also provides support to
instructional behaviors that increase student persistence.
Underprepared Students and Community College Persistence
As the number of students enrolled in community colleges increased, so did the
diversity of the student population which includes students from economically
disadvantaged backgrounds, minority students, and underprepared students. There are
inherent challenges to increasing student persistence and completion rates within these
populations of students, especially underprepared. Research has shown that college
students who enrolled in remedial courses that often don’t count towards a degree, most
likely never enroll in the required courses that do count towards a degree. According to
Kinzie, et al. (2008) students fail to complete the academically challenging courses in
high school that are necessary to be academically prepared for the rigor of college work.
The data indicate that more than 50% of all high school graduates were not
academically prepared for college and required remediation in 2014. A 2012 report by
Complete College America indicated that approximately 40% of students at community
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colleges and 25% of students at four-year universities did not complete their college
remedial courses in fall 2006. In Mississippi, approximately 42% of entering community
college students were placed in remedial courses in 2014 (Mader, 2017). In Mississippi’s
four-year universities, more than 17% of new students, including transfer students needed
at least one remedial class. Butrymowicz (2017) reported that, nationwide, at least
569,751 public college students were required to take remedial math and English courses
in 2014 - 2015. One of the curricular functions of community colleges is to provide
developmental or remedial preparation for students. Improving persistence and
completion rates for underprepared students is considered an overwhelming challenge for
community colleges (Braxton, 2008; Engstrom, 2008; Tinto, 1993, 2005, 2007). Thus,
the classroom serves as fertile ground for increasing academic integration and promoting
student persistence among underprepared students.
According to Tinto (1997), curricular structures include learning communities,
which is defined as groups of students who take the same classes together and often
contain an underlying theme in these classes. According to Engstrom (2008), learning
communities are important, especially, in influencing the persistence or departure of
underprepared college students. These learning communities also influence pedagogical
practices in classes. Some of these practices are geared directly toward underprepared
students. The research also indicates that two-year and four-year higher education
institutions enroll large numbers of working-class students which also adds to the
challenge of student persistence or departure. One of the main goals of the community
college mission is to provide an education for underprepared students through
developmental or remedial courses. Without pedagogical practices designed for
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underprepared students, they would depart (Engstrom, 2008). The classroom represents
the site for underprepared students to participate in significant learning opportunities.
Higher education programs should be designed to accommodate diverse student learning
styles, various needs, and numerous educational backgrounds.
Faculty are integral in providing significant learning experiences for students in
learning communities for developmental and basic skill courses. Engstrom (2008)
reported four themes that emerged from a qualitative study regarding the role of
instructors in promoting the success of students in college as experienced by students.
The author describes the first theme as active learning pedagogies. This occurs when
instructors developed strategies for students to become acquainted with one another
which leads to the development of trust and respect. Tinto’s interactionalist theory
proposes that students who become integrated into the culture of the college are more
likely to persist. Active learning pedagogies lead to students being more comfortable
while participating in learning communities (Engstrom, 2008). Kinzie et al. (2008)
suggested that faculty who implement strategies for engaging students into their courses
is essential to shaping academic performance that is desirable, in addition to fostering
student success in college. These strategies are essential to building a foundation for
entering students who are most often struggling to learn and persist (Engstrom, 2008).
Non-traditional Students and Persistence
As noted earlier, community colleges have a diverse student population and the
challenge of improving student persistence is even more problematic with the various
learning styles of students. In addition to traditional students, community colleges have a
diverse non-traditional student population in regard to age, enrollment status (part54

time/full-time), marital status, having GED credentials instead of a high school diploma,
and parental status. According to Grabowski et al. (2016) nontraditional students
represent a substantial number of students enrolled in higher education institutions.
Grabowski et al. (2016) reviewed the literature to identify distinctions between
traditional and nontraditional students and factors that influence retention among
nontraditional students. The authors noted that there are differences in respect to social
and academic involvement in college life. Traditional students exhibit a tendency to be
more involved in the social aspect of college while non-traditional students most often
invest more time in becoming academically involved. On the contrary, non-traditional
students were reported to have significantly lower retention and graduation rates than
traditional students (NCES, 2011). However, Tinto suggests that, both, academic and
social interactions in college life are integral to the likelihood that students will persist.
Studies also indicate that differences may exist between traditional and
nontraditional students in regard to preferences in the type of leadership exhibited by
faculty. A study by Hood et al. (2009) examined traditional and nontraditional students’
evaluations of professorial leadership styles. The objective of this study was to
empirically examine how traditional and nontraditional students varied in their
perceptions of and appreciation for transformational versus transactional leadership. The
researchers noted that there was a lack of empirical research on the link between
students’ test scores and their possible preferences for one type of instructional leadership
over another. The research question was whether or not nontraditional students differ
from traditional students in their appreciation for and evaluation of different professional
instructional leadership styles? The theoretical framework that guided this study was
55

leadership theory. The study was exploratory and was designed to stimulate research
studies that would examine the applicability and viability of incorporating parts of the
transformational leadership model into the college classroom. A convenience sample of
150 participants from a college in the rural southeastern region of the U.S. participated in
the study. The Professional Leadership Style Questionnaire (PLSQ) was used to collect
data, which was developed by Dr. Ronald Lynn Poulson at Elizabeth City State
University.
The results of the study indicated that a statistically significant difference may
exist between nontraditional and traditional students. There was a high correlation
between transformational and transactional scales, which was consistent with past
research. One of the limitations of the study was in regards to the PLSQ instrument,
which exhibited a high degree of multicollinearity. Another limitation was the due to a
non-random sample of participants, which prevents generalizability. The third limitation
of the study was linked to the PLSQ and the lack of an appropriate sample size.
The Relationship between Instructor Leadership and Student Outcomes
The research on organizational leadership, practices, and leadership theory has
become a significant resource for improving classroom instruction in educational
settings. The literature suggests that faculty could be trained to increase the effectiveness
of their leadership skills thus improving classroom instruction (Bass, 1985; Burns, 1978;
Norr & Crittenden, 1975). Several studies have shown that there is a positive relationship
between transformational leadership and student outcomes in the classroom (Borglum &
Kubala, 2000; Braxton, 2000, 2008; Braxton, Hirschy, & McClendon, 2004; Tinto 2007;
Bolkan & Goodboy, 2009; 2010; 2011; Bolkan, Goodboy, & Griffin, 2011; Loes &
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Pascarella, 2015; Seidman, 2005; Tinto 1993). The past decade of studies regarding
transformational leadership in the classroom has been examined in the classrooms of K12 schools, online learning environments, colleges, and universities, both nationally, and
internationally (Bolkan, 2015; Bolkan & Goodboy, 2009; 2010; 2011; Bolkan, Goodboy,
and Griffin, 2011; Cerda Suarez & Hernandez, 2012; Daniels & Goodboy, 2014;
Fredendall, Robbins, & Moore, 2011; Harvey, Royal, & Stout, 2003; Leithwood &
Jantzi, 2000; Myers, Goodboy, & et al., 2014; Noland & Richards, 2014; Pounder, 2006;
2008a; 2008b). These studies have provided consistent support for the notion that faculty
serve as leaders in the classroom. Consequently, many of these studies cite leadership
theory as their theoretical framework. In a variety of educational classroom settings,
transformational leadership has been shown to produce positive outcomes that increase
student persistence within a higher education environment.
Transformational Leadership in the Traditional Classroom
In 1989, Baba and Ace observed that organizational leadership theories are
applicable to the context of teaching. Studies have shown that instructor leadership in the
classroom is critical to the persistence or departure of students. An earlier study on
instructor leadership examined the influence of instructor leadership on student
commitment and performance. Fredendall, Robbins, & Moore (2001) conducted a study
to determine how instructor leadership influences both student commitment and
performance in the classroom. The researchers presented a model to illustrate how the
instructor’s leadership behavior is likely to increase students’ goal commitments,
learning, and performance. In their review of the literature, they found that the total
quality management (TQM) implementations in both manufacturing and service firms
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indicate top management’s won commitment to its promoted goals must be visible to
obtain employee commitment to these goals. The authors suggest that in educational
settings the implementation of TQM is used to improve the student’s learning experience.
However, during the time of their study, there was a gap in the literature. There were no
studies that examined the impact of individual differences or leadership on student’s goal
commitment and performance. Frendendall, Robbins, and Moore attempted to fill the gap
by presenting a model that incorporates students’ personal characteristics, the visibility of
the leader’s goal commitment, the visibility of the students’ gal and the visibility of the
students’ performance.
The authors developed a class project for undergraduate students enrolled in 11
business courses in which 138 students completed the experiment. The results of the
study indicate that none of the model variables were found to influence student goal
commitment. However, the results do suggest that instructor leadership may lead to
increased student performance in the classroom. Industrial research studies indicate that
productivity can be significantly increased when supervisors set specific goals and
provide support to subordinates. The researchers stated that future studies should identify
the most effective and appropriate methods for instructors to demonstrate their own
commitment to the educational process. Furthermore, they recommended that research
should explore how goal setting could achieve benefits in educational classroom settings.
One of the aspects of leadership is the influence of the leader on the follower to
work toward a common goal. According to Gardner (2000), leadership is defined as the
process of persuasion by which an individual influences a group to pursue objectives held
by the leader or shared by the leader and his or her followers. As suggested by Northouse
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(2013), leadership is a process whereby a person influences a group of people to achieve
a shared goal. In both definitions, leadership is considered a process. The term process
indicates that leadership is systematic in which there is a relationship between the leader
and the followers in the pursuit of shared goals or objectives whereby the leader
influences the followers. In education, the instructor influences the students to achieve a
common goal which may lead to increased student performance and academic
integration. Researchers such as Tinto, Seidman, Braxton, and Lien, have asserted that
the greater the level of a student’s academic amalgamation, the greater the student’s
commitment to the institution, which then leads to an increased likelihood that the student
will persist.
The study of instructor leadership in higher education settings was further
extended by Harvey, Royal, and Stout (2003). At the time of their study, most research
about transformational leadership had been conducted in the organizational context.
Harvey, Royal, and Stout developed their study to generalize transformational leadership
to the context of teaching in universities. Consequently, their study examined whether
instructors’ demonstration of transformational leadership in the classroom relates
similarly to variables of common interest to organizations and teaching.
The authors examined 120 undergraduate students who provided ratings for their
instructors on Charisma, Intellectual Stimulation, and Individual Consideration, in
addition to the Instructors’ Performance and the Students’ Involvement in class. They
recruited students from all areas of study, including Social Sciences, Humanities,
Business Administration, the Natural Sciences, and Education. Similarly to other studies
involving transformational leadership, the MLQ by Bass (1985) was used to measure
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transformational leadership. However, the researchers changed the wording of the MLQ
to relate to a teaching/instructor versus a work/supervisor environment. Students
randomly received one of four survey conditions to protect the anonymity of the
instructors and to increase the number of instructors who were rated. Therefore, in
condition one, the students rated their first instructor of the week. Similarly, for condition
two, three, and four, students rated the instructor of the week who corresponded to their
randomly assigned condition. Harvey, Royal, and Stout, ascertained that these conditions
would ensure that all full-time students, with a minimum of four courses, would
minimize any cohort of students from over-assessing one instructor.
The findings of the study were essential to future research examining
transformational leadership in the classroom context, especially in a university. Their
study supports the possibility that the positive outcomes of transformational leadership in
organizational settings are applicable to positive outcome variables in a classroom
setting. In a university setting, the researchers suggested that an instructor’s ability to
stimulate students intellectually may play an important role in students’ involvement in
the classroom and their overall evaluation of the instructor’s performance. Another
finding of their study posited that instructors who exhibit charisma received better overall
performance ratings. Harvey, Royal, and Stout stated that students feel more involvement
when instructors show individualized consideration. A limitation of their study was that
findings could only be generalized to the university classroom.
One of the most significant and notable findings of their research was the idea that
training instructors on transformational leadership was suggested to “hold potential” in
the educational context. In the organizational context, training workshops on intellectual
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stimulation lead to attitude changes of a bank manager’s employees and the bottom-line
profits of the bank branch. Harvey, Royal, and Stout asserted that changes in the
educational context may positively be related to student grades, attendance, and other
criteria. In summary, this research set the foundation that the notion of transformational
leadership could be applied to a university educational context. Furthermore, it could be
applied to the relationship between instructors and students.
Since the pivotal study by Harvey, Royal, and Stout (2003), several researchers
have examined transformational leadership in the classroom context in educational
settings (Bolkan, 2015, Bolkan & Goodboy, 2009; 2010; 2011; Bolkan, Goodboy, &
Griffin, 2011, Daniels & Goodboy, 2014, Harrison, 2011, Pounder, 2006; 2008a; 2008b;
and Robinson, 2007). In a 2009 study, Bolkan and Goodboy explored transformational
leadership in regard to student learning, student participation, and teacher credibility.
The purpose of their study was to examine the relationships between transformational
leadership in college classrooms, student learning outcomes, student engagement, and
student observations of instructor credibility. Their literature review provided supporting
evidence of the role of transformational leadership in classroom environments. At the
time of their study, the gap in literature was identified as a lack of studies examining
transformational leadership and its relationship with more traditional student learning
outcomes and classroom communication. The results of their study provide support to the
notion that transformational leadership is positively related to student learning outcomes,
student participation, and perceptions of teacher credibility. The researchers stated that all
components of transformational leadership (charisma, individualized consideration, and
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intellectual stimulation) were moderately to strongly associated with all outcome
variables.
Their study consisted of only 165 university students which was cited as one of
the limitations of their study because it limited the generalizability of the results to other
educational settings. Another limitation was the collection of data from a single
university on the East Coast with a diverse student population from different geographic
or cultural regions. The literature review also indicated that insufficient work had been
done to examine how the results of transformational leadership can be replicated across
cultural settings. Bolkan and Goodboy suggested that future studies should examine the
various ways in which instructors can communicate transformational leadership in the
classroom. The study by Bolkan and Goodboy (2009) provides support to the positive
relationship of transformational leadership and student outcomes in a university
classroom environment.
In an effort to further understand transformational leadership in a classroom
setting, Bolkan and Goodboy (2011) examined behavioral indicators of transformational
leadership in a college classroom. The objective of their study was to categorize which
instructor communication behaviors students believe promote transformational
leadership. The author cites previous research which explores teacher leadership in the
classroom, with transformational leadership being the focus of the study. Previously,
studies regarding transformational leadership were studied in business settings. At the
time of their research, there was still a lack of research that examined the applicability of
transformational leadership concepts to an instructional environment. Furthermore, there
was a lack of literature that explained and described the behaviors teachers display to
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communicate transformational leadership in their classrooms. This study is of particular
interest because it was designed to determine students’ perspicacity of the behaviors
associated with instructors’ transformational leadership.
Bolkan and Goodboy’s sample consisted of 166 undergraduate students who
completed an open-ended survey that defined one of three dimensions of transformational
leadership as defined by Bass in 1985. The results of the study indicated that students
recognize some of the behaviors, associated with transformational leadership, have been
well documented while other behaviors have received minute attention. The central
limitation of the study was that the results were not generalizable in every classroom. The
authors suggested that future research should examine predictors of instructor
transformational leadership in a quantitative investigation, and connect leadership
perceptions to student learning outcomes. Additionally, they suggested that future studies
should be applicable to different cultures as the results vary from culture to culture. This
research provides support of transformational leadership in the classroom as opposed to a
business setting.
Noland and Richards (2014) examined the relationship among transformational
teaching and student motivation and learning. The researchers examined transformational
leadership in an instructional context in which they explored a possible positive
relationship between teacher transformational leadership and student outcomes, in
regards to student motivation, affective learning, and learning indicators among college
students. The study consisted of 273 participants from a large undergraduate university in
the south. Teacher transformational leadership was operationalized using a Multi-factor
Leadership Questionnaire version 6S which was developed by Bass (1990). The MLQ is
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one of the most widely used instruments to assess leadership styles and behaviors. The
results indicated that a positive relationship exists between transformational teaching,
student state motivation, and student learning.
The study also suggests that transformational teachers who focus on student needs
and promote innovative approaches to coursework experience an increase in student
learning indicators. These indicators were said to predict student persistence. The authors
stated that the main limitation in the study was the use of the transformational leadership
construct, which may measure how much the student likes the course/instructor rather
than if the teacher is using transformational leadership methodologies. Another limitation
was the clearness of the measures and how students responded to the items. As with other
studies that examine transformational leadership in classrooms settings, Nolan and
Richards were not able to be generalize to a large population because of the lack of racial
and gender diversity in their sample. Additionally, the authors cited that there was a lack
of diversity in regards to the level of student participants (i.e. first-year freshmen).
Finally, the authors stated that the relationship between the student and teacher was not
long enough to establish a transformational learning environment. The researchers
suggested that future studies should test the transformational scale on another college
population and compare the results to this study.
Transformational Leadership in International Classrooms
Pounder’s (2008) added to literature by conducting a study regarding
transformational classroom leadership and how to evaluate classroom performance in an
international university. The purpose of his study was to examine the effects
transformational leadership in a Hong Kong university classroom. Pounder’s examined
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the relationship between undergraduate business students and university business school
instructors’ who exhibited a transformational leadership style in the classroom. The
theoretical framework consisted of leadership theory in which instructors replaced
managers and students replaced subordinates. The review of the literature provides
support for transformational leadership style as means of linking academic achievement
and student effort in higher education. The study consisted of 217 participants from 20022003 and 146 students from 2003-2004. The instrument for data collections was a
version of the MLQ Form 5x-Short by Bass and Avolio (2000). The results of the study
indicated that scores on each of the transformational classroom leadership dimensions
were significantly and positively correlated with scores on each of the classroom
leadership outcomes. One of the limitations of the study was the limited sample size
which was confined to the instructors and students of one capstone course in one of eight
Hong Kong universities. The author stated that the results of the study need to be
confirmed in areas such as fostering intellectual curiosity, facilitating creativity, and
stimulating ethical conduct. Future studies should be done to confirm the results.
However, the study did support existing research by establishing a positive relationship
with transformational classroom leadership and classroom leadership outcomes, such as
generating extra study effort by students, which influences student achievement.
A study by Daniels and Goodboy (2014) further examined the role of teachers as
transformational leaders in a Ghanaian university classroom. Evidence in prior studies by
Bolkan and Goodboy suggest that transformational leadership is a significant predictor of
student learning in American university classrooms. Studies by Bolkan and Goodboy
have provided descriptive behaviors of how transformational leadership is exhibited by
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teachers in U.S. higher education classrooms but the study by Daniels and Goodboy was
needed to extend the generalizability of findings across cultures. Therefore, the purpose
of the study by Daniels and Goodboy was to extend the research regarding
transformational leadership to a Ghanaian university classroom. The researchers assessed
the relationship between instructor behaviors that reflect transformational leadership and
student learning outcomes.
The study by Daniels and Goodboy (2014) filled a gap in the literature by
extending transformational leadership from a Western cultural perspective to an
international perspective. The researchers studied 190 undergraduate students from a
public Ghanaian university. The first hypothesis of their study predicted that student
perceptions of their teachers’ transformational leadership behaviors (charisma,
intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration) would positively be related
with affective learning. The results of a Pearson correlation only partially supported the
relationship between the transformational leadership and affective learning. However,
Daniels and Goodboy found that intellectual stimulation and teacher confirmation were
significantly related to affective learning. Conversely, charisma (teacher accessibility and
immediacy) were not related, significantly, with affective learning.
The results of hypothesis two, which predicted that student impressions of their
teachers’ transformational leadership behaviors would be positively related with
cognitive learning, were partially supported by a Pearson correlation. Intellectual
stimulation, teacher accessibility, and teacher confirmation were related significantly to
cognitive learning. Nevertheless, teacher immediacy wasn’t significantly related with
cognitive learning.
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The study by Daniels and Goodboy was a significant study of transformational
leadership in educational classrooms outside of the U.S. In a Ghanaian university, the
researchers found that charismatic leadership, a dimension of transformational leadership,
wasn’t a significant predictor of cognitive learning or affective learning. Charisma
included measures of immediacy, teacher confirmation, responding to questions, interest
in learning, and teaching style. The findings regarding teacher immediacy were
contradicted by the power relationship documented in the Ghanaian classroom
environment. Some behaviors of charismatic leadership result in actions to decrease the
physical and psychological distance between students and instructors (Daniels &
Goodboy, 2014). However, in the Ghana classroom these behaviors had no influence on
the perceived cognitive learning and affective learning of students. According to the
researchers, the results of their study suggest that teacher immediacy has a relatively
small effect on student teacher interactions in class and out of class due to the power
distance relationship in a Ghana university. In terms of predictability, the researchers
stated that transformational leadership behaviors differed in degree as predictors of
perceived affective learning and cognitive learning in a Ghanaian classroom. In this
educational setting, the results of the study by Daniels and Goodboy suggest that teacher
confirmation is the most important behavior for developing positive interactive
relationships with students to foster preferred learning outcomes in a Ghanaian university
classroom. For teachers in the Ghanaian classroom setting, confirming behaviors such as
response to questions was suggested to increase student-teacher classroom interactions
which also foster preferred student learning outcomes.
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Transformational Leadership in Virtual Classrooms
Transformational leadership has been studied in a variety of educational settings
throughout the world. However, Harrison (2011) conducted a crucial study that further
extended transformational leadership studies to a distance learning environment. At the
time of her study, there was virtually no literature about how instructor transformational
leadership behaviors and transactional leadership behaviors affect student outcomes in an
online learning environment. Therefore, the purpose of her study was to examine, in an
online/virtual classroom, the relationship between student perceptions of instructor
transformational and transactional leadership behaviors and student outcomes of affective
learning, cognitive learning, student perceptions of instructor credibility, and
communication satisfaction.
The study was grounded in the theoretical framework of transformational
leadership theory, transactional leadership theory, and social learning theory. This study
was conducted to fill the research gap regarding instructor leadership research and
student outcomes in an online setting. The literature review of the study provides an
extensive overview of transformational and transactional leadership research. Bass and
Avolio’s MLQ was used to measure student perspectives of transformational and
transactional leadership. Other scales were used to determine the outcomes (Revised
Cognitive Learning Indicators Scale, Affective Learning Scale, Teacher Credibility Scale,
The Student Communication Satisfaction Scale, and the Social Desirability Scale).
The results of the study indicated that transformational leadership behaviors are
greater predictors of student cognitive learning, affective learning, perceptions of teacher
credibility, and communication satisfaction than transactional leadership behaviors in
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online courses. The weakness and limitation of the study resided in the use of
convenience sampling, which limited the generalizability of the findings. The author
suggested that future research should include a larger and more diverse sample from a
plethora of universities from various geographical and cultural regions. This research is
relevant because it provides support to the concept of instructors as leaders, students as
subordinates, and classrooms as organizations in an online and traditional educational
environment.
Bogler, Caspi, and Roccas (2013) also examined transformational and passive
leadership in a population of university instructors in a virtual learning environment. The
purpose of their study was to examine whether students recognize their university
instructors in a virtual learning environment as leaders. The theoretical framework was
grounded in a full range of leadership theory. The authors examined the effects of
transformational leadership and passive leadership styles on student learning outcomes.
The authors noted a lack of research literature on the study of leadership in an
educational setting as compared to a business setting. The authors stated that the
leadership role of teachers/instructors hasn’t been examined thoroughly in educational
systems.
The goal of the study was to determine whether students/followers were able to
identify the leadership style of their instructors/leaders when communication is virtual
and asynchronous, which is often seen in online courses. A distance learning education
university was examined, with a total of 1,270 student responses collected via a validated
MLQ Form 5 instrument, that assess leadership styles by indicating the followers’
perceptions of the leader’s behavior (Bass & Avolio, 1995). The general findings of the
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study confirm that leadership styles/behaviors correlate with student satisfaction however
there were limitations. One of the limitations of the study was identified as low internal
consistency of the active management-by-exception factor. Another limitation was the
lack of information regarding the relationship between leadership style recognized in a
face-to-face environment and a virtual environment, which was suggested as a future
study. The third limitation consisted of method bias. The analysis of the study relied on a
single administration self-report survey. In this study, both the predictor and criterion
variable were obtained from the same person in the same measurement using the same
item and characteristics. The study contributes to the empirical evidence that leadership
theories are applicable to distance learning, even though they were developed in the
context to a traditional face-to-face environment.
Summary of the Literature Review
Community colleges are unique higher education institutions, with a distinct
mission that has fostered a variety of curricular functions. These functions are designed to
serve a broad spectrum of citizens within local communities in which these colleges are
located. Two-year colleges are considered a gateway to a higher education and are vital
for educating a diverse population of students. Community college students differ from
university students demographically, socioeconomically, academically and enter with
various educational goals. Dougherty, Lahr, and Morest (2017) asserted that the Nation’s
community colleges tend to attract more working class students, minority students, and
older students than do public and private U.S. universities, due to the comprehensive
mission and open-door admissions policy of these higher education institutions. Most
recently, the AACC (2019) posited that community college students are the most diverse
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student population within the higher education sector. Unlike many four-year institutions,
the open-door admissions policy of community colleges grants easy admittance through
the gateway that leads to a higher education. Also, unlike other higher education
institutions, the challenge of improving retention and ultimately graduation rates has
proven to be an unlikely adversary for community colleges due to the unique mission,
varied curricular functions, and diverse student population.
The literature also indicates that student persistence rates and graduation rates are
lower for community colleges as opposed to four-year institutions. In an effort to improve
retention, persistence, and graduation rates, decades of empirical, theoretical, and
practical research studies have provided insight into this problem that extends across
higher educational institutions. A plethora of studies have examined persistence in fouryear institutions, yet there is a dearth of studies that have examined this problem in twoyear colleges. Furthermore, even fewer studies have examined the role of the classroom
in the persistence of community college students.
Many researchers have speculated that the nature and quality of classroom
instruction not only influence student learning outcomes, but may play an important role
in student persistence or departure. Interactions with the formal and informal components
of the academic and social systems which occur in the classroom play a distinct role in
student departure (Borglum & Kubala, 2000; Braxton, 2000; 2008; Braxton, Hirschy, &
McClendon, 2004; Tinto 2007; Bolkan & Goodboy, 2009; 2010; 2011; Bolkan,
Goodboy, & Griffin, 2011; Loes & Pascarella, 2015; Seidman, 2005; Tinto 1993). Wideranging contact with faculty increases the likelihood of student persistence. Researchers
have postulated that the greater contact between faculty, staff, and students, the more
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likely that the students will establish membership into the academic and social facets of
college. Studies concerning organizational leadership, practices, and leadership theory
have become a noteworthy resource for refining classroom instruction in educational
settings. These studies have provided reliable support for the notion that faculty function
as leaders in the classroom. Subsequently, many of these studies cite leadership theory as
their theoretical framework, specifically transformational leadership. In a variety of
educational classroom settings, mostly four-year universities, transformational leadership
has been shown to produce positive outcomes that influence student persistence through
academic and social interactions of students in and out of the classroom.
The findings of this study may extend Tinto’s theory of integration to two-year
community colleges. There are limited studies regarding the application of
transformational leadership theory to the classroom of public two-year community
colleges. Scholars ascertained that instructors who exhibit transformational leadership
behaviors in the classroom influence students to achieve more than what is expected of
them and motivate them to persist. Previous studies that examined the relationship
between transformational leadership and the classroom of universities and schools have
reported positive student outcomes. The results of this study may provide support to the
notion that instructors in two-year community colleges serve as leaders in the classroom
and model transformational leadership practices that are integral to undergraduate
students in their intent to persist and graduate. This study may provide additional data
that support the idea that instructors are essential to the academic and social integration of
students into the college environment.
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CHAPTER III - METHODOLOGY
The goal of this study was to determine if the findings of previous
transformational leadership studies translate to the diverse student populations of
community colleges. A second goal of this study was to add to the existing body of
knowledge concerning the relationship between student persistence/voluntary withdrawal
from a course and transformational classroom leadership in higher education settings. An
additional objective was to gather preliminary data in order to determine if the findings of
this study are applicable to universities within the region.
The research questions determined the methodology for identifying the target
population, sampling method, instrument selection, research design, procedures, and data
analysis. The study was guided by the following research hypotheses and research
questions. Among a sample of community colleges:
RH1: There is a positive relationship between impressions of transformational
leadership of instructors and reported extra effort of students in the classroom of
community colleges.
RH2: There is a positive relationship between impressions of transformational
leadership of instructors and students’ reports of instructor effectiveness in the
classroom of community colleges.
RH3: There is a positive relationship between impressions of transformational
leadership of instructors and student satisfaction with the instructor in the
classroom of community colleges?
RQ4: Among students who voluntarily withdrew from a course, what were the
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characteristics/leadership behaviors exhibited by the instructor of the dropped
course?
RQ5: To what degree is instructor leadership related to students’ motivation to persist in
a course?
RQ6: What is the leadership style of community college instructors as determined by
the instructor?
Participants
The sampling frame included Mississippi public community colleges. From a
historical perspective, Mississippi was the first state to legally establish a statewide
community college system (Broom, 1953; Young & Ewing, 1978). Therefore, the
Mississippi Community College system is acknowledged as the first statewide system
and is regarded as one of the strongest in the nation (Broom, 1953; Young & Ewing,
1978; MACJC, 2007; Fatherree, 2010). Additionally, the demographics of students
enrolled in Mississippi community colleges parallel the national demographics of
students enrolled in community colleges. Mississippi colleges and the nation’s colleges
are similar in respect to average age, gender, race/ethnicity, enrollment status,
employment status, ethnicity/race, ACT scores, and student persistence (AACC, 2019;
MCCB, 2019). Data were collected from four out of the 15 community colleges in
Mississippi (see Appendix E). Participants consisted of students and instructors, and
encompassed all academic subjects/university parallel courses, including required core
courses and elective courses. Data was collected from students who were enrolled in a
minimum of 12 credit hours during spring 2020 semester. Students were recruited from
academic areas of study that include Mathematics and Science, Social Science, and
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Humanities. Instructors from participating community colleges were recruited to
participate in this study. Data was collected from both full-time and part-time (adjunct)
instructors who taught academic/university parallel courses that transfer to a four-year
institution.
Approval to Conduct Research
Prior to beginning this study, approval to conduct research was requested from the
Institutional Review Board (IRB) of The University of Southern Mississippi. An online
consent form was included with the IRB submission in Cayuse IRB (see Appendix B).
Upon receiving approval from The University of Southern Mississippi’s IRB, the
Application to Conduct Research on MACJC Institutions version 6/9/2015 (see Appendix
A) was submitted to the Mississippi Community College Board to conduct research at all
15 Mississippi community colleges that included satellite and branch campuses within
each colleges’ district (see Appendix E). According to the MACJC application
requirements, approval must be granted by the Council on Institutional Research and
Effectiveness (CIRE) sub-committee on External Research Approval. The application
was submitted to the chair of the CIRE subcommittee, David Case on November 11,
2019. Approval was granted from the CIRE subcommittee on March 6, 2020. On March
13, 2020, each community college’s CIRE representative was emailed a request to
conduct research at their respective institution. Mainly due to the COVID-19 pandemic,
many of the institutions declined to participate. Additionally, the majority of colleges
indicated that they were in the process of transitioning from face-to-face instruction to
online instruction. However, four community colleges provided approval to participate in
this study.
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Participants: Voluntary Participation, Incentives, and Confidentiality
The CIRE representative from the participating institutions emailed students and
instructors a cover letter with an invitation to participate in this study. Participants were
also provided a consent form that described the nature of the study, benefits, risks, and
consent to participate (see Appendix B). Participants, both students and instructors, were
asked to voluntarily participate in this study. Participants were informed that they could
opt out of the study at any time without concern of penalty or other negative
consequences. No incentives were offered nor provided. It was made clear that the survey
was strictly anonymous and no identifying information would be collected. In the email
cover letter to students and instructors, the importance of conducting this study was
emphasized. Additional remarks were included to encourage participation and completion
of the surveys. The MLQ instrument license was purchased on April 7, 2020 (see
Appendix J). Approval to administer the instrument through a remote online platform
was granted by Mind Garden Inc. on April 7, 2020 (see Appendix K). By administering
the instrument in the Qualtrics survey platform, the MLQ was able to be completed
anonymously by students and instructors. The email cover letter to students and
instructors included an anonymous link to the Qualtrics surveys.
Research Questions 1, 2, 3, & 4: Target Sample, Sampling Method, and Sample Size
Research questions one, two, and three required hypothesis testing, while research
question four was exploratory and did not require hypothesis testing. The hypotheses for
research questions one, two, and three were tested to determine if there was a significant
relationship between impressions of transformational leadership of instructors in the
classroom of community colleges and reported extra effort of students, students’ report of
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instructor effectiveness, and student satisfaction with the instructor. The purpose of
research question four was to determine, among students who voluntarily withdrew from
a course, the characteristics/leadership behaviors exhibited by the instructor of the
dropped course. In order to address research question four, participants were asked to rate
the instructor of the last course in which he/she voluntarily withdrew using the MLQ
block of the student questionnaire.
Research Questions 1, 2, 3, & 4: Sampling Method. Even though research
questions one, two, and three required hypothesis testing, non-random purposeful
sampling was used to collect data from four Mississippi community colleges. Due to the
COVID-19 pandemic, most colleges declined to participate in this study during the spring
2020 semester. Even though research question four did not require hypothesis testing, the
MLQ block of the student questionnaire was used to collect data from the sample frame.
Instead of using simple random sampling in which individuals/students within each of the
participating community colleges were randomly selected to participate in the study,
purposeful sampling was used. In order to survey individual students, all email addresses
and student names would be required from each student enrolled in participating
Mississippi community colleges. Therefore, each CIRE representative or designee was
provided an email cover letter with survey link to be disseminated to students who met
the research criteria.
Due to the various challenges associated with this study, such as the limited
amount of time to conduct research, the COVID-19 pandemic, the challenge of obtaining
a simple random sample of individual students, large population of students and
instructors, and the need to control for cost associated with administering the survey,
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purposeful sampling was used to gather data from four community colleges within
Mississippi. The community colleges were considered homogenous in regard to the
survey variables. Therefore, the four participating community colleges should be
representative of the 11 colleges that declined to participate.
Although Rasor and Barr (1998) asserted that there are advantages for using
cluster sampling to administer a survey to colleges, with only 15 colleges in Mississippi,
this method would require at least 30 colleges/clusters. One of the advantages of using
cluster sampling includes controlling the cost associated with administering the
instrument. This method of random sampling would allow for a sample that was
representative of Mississippi community colleges while reducing survey cost. Rasor and
Barr (1998) posited that giving a questionnaire to the entire population of current students
is most likely to be cost prohibitive. Cluster sampling is more feasible and would also
eliminate the challenge of listing all students enrolled in the Mississippi community
college system and then randomly selecting individual units/students to participate in the
study. However, purposeful sampling was used to collect data due to the limited number
of participating institutions in Mississippi.
Research Questions 1, 2, 3, & 4: Sample Size. According to the Mississippi
Community College Board’s 2017 statewide report card, there were 66,719 students
enrolled in university parallel programs out of a total enrollment of 98,013 students
(MCCB, 2017). The remaining students were enrolled in career technical (19,519), dual
credit/dual enrollment (11,490), and non-degree seeking (285). Therefore, a minimum
sample size of 1,506 students were needed for a population of approximately 66,719
students enrolled in university parallel programs with a confidence level of 95% within a
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2.5% margin of error (Rasor & Barr, 1998). According to the authors, even a national
survey of the general public requires approximately 1,500 participants to be within
acceptable error limits.
Research Question 5: Target Sample, Sampling Method, and Sample Size
Potential participants consisted of all students enrolled in a university parallel
program, which are degree programs designed to transfer to four-year
universities/colleges. Participants from participating colleges received the questionnaire
that included the Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ) in addition to
the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) to gather data for research question
five. Additionally, these students were asked to complete the MSLQ and MLQ for the
course of the last class that he/she voluntarily withdrew or for a currently enrolled course.
Research Question 5: Sampling Method. Research question five was exploratory
and lends itself to non-random sampling methods to gather data. Since research question
five did not require hypothesis testing, purposeful sampling was used to determine what
degree instructor leadership is related to students’ motivation to persist in a course.
According to Fricker (2008) non-probability based samples most often require less time
and effort, and are cost effective.
Although, this type of sampling does not support statistical inference, non-random
sampling is beneficial in conducting exploratory research. Non-probability sampling is
useful in developing research hypotheses and identifying issues, defining ranges of
alternatives, or collecting various types of non-inferential data (Fricker, 2008).
Conversely, the sample may not be representative of the population of inference and may
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introduce bias. Fricker (2008) stated that convenience sampling is most often assumed to
have an increased likelihood of producing a biased sample even with a large sample size.
Research Question 5: Sample Size. The survey instrument was provided to
students enrolled in the four participating MS community colleges. Students were asked
to complete the Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ) in addition to
the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ). The objective was to sample as many
students as possible to support analysis, even though a specific sample size was not
required. Rasor and Barr (1998) stated that there is not a way to determine the necessary
sample size for assuring accuracy when using non-probability sampling methods. The
authors stated that even a convenience sample that is 50% of the population size may
significantly exceed the acceptable margin of error. Therefore, over 50% of the
population size was desired to address research question five which included a sample of
students that were representative of students in all Mississippi community colleges.
Research Question 6: Target Sample, Sampling Method, and Sample Size
The objective of research question six was to determine the leadership style of
community college instructors through a self-rater questionnaire. Data was collected from
full-time and adjunct instructors who taught academic/university parallel classes that
transfer to a four-year university. Due to budget constraints, a pre-determined number of
MLQ licenses were purchased. Participants/instructors were invited to participate in this
study. Instructors were informed that participation was voluntary and participants could
opt of the study at any time without concern of penalty or any negative consequences.
Research Question 6: Sampling Method and Sample Size. Research question six
was exploratory and did not require hypothesis testing. Once again, purposeful sampling
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was used to collect data. As stated by Rasor and Barr (1998), there isn’t a way to
determine the necessary sample size for assuring accuracy when using non-probability
sampling methods. In lieu of selecting a sample size, a pre-determined number of
questionnaire licenses were purchased in bulk at the student discounted rate. Due to the
limited number of participant responses, the purchase of additional licenses was not
required.
Instruments
In order to collect data for this study, two instruments were used. The Multifactor
Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) (see Appendix J and K) and the Motivated Strategies
for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ) (see Appendix L) were used to address the research
questions. These instruments were adapted to a classroom setting and used to: 1)
determine the relationship between impressions of transformational leadership of
instructors and reported extra effort of students in the classroom; 2) determine the
relationship between impressions of transformational leadership of instructors and
students’ report of instructor effectiveness in the classroom of community colleges; 3)
determine the relationship between impressions of transformational leadership of
instructors and student satisfaction with the instructor; 4) determine among students who
voluntarily withdrew from a course, the characteristics/leadership behaviors exhibited by
the instructor of the dropped course; 5) determine the degree to which instructor
leadership is related to students’ motivation to persist in a course; and 6) determine the
leadership style of community college instructors via a self-rater questionnaire to identify
his/her leadership style. Demographic information was collected on each of the
instruments for all participants.
81

Demographic/Preliminary Questionnaire
A demographic and preliminary questionnaire was used to gather descriptive
information about students (see Appendix M) and instructors (see Appendix N). These
questionnaires were administered to students and instructors. For students, the
preliminary questionnaire contained questions regarding the students’ enrollment status,
GPA, classification level, major, and number of courses the student was currently
enrolled. Additional questions asked students to report data on the last class that the
student voluntarily withdrew or dropped and to provide details regarding the reason for
withdrawal and enrollment in the course. Students were also asked to identify the subject
of the course (i.e. biology, English, math, etc.). Another item provided a list of potential
reasons why students withdraw from courses (Hall et al. 2003). Students were asked to
identify the degree to which each reason/item contributed to their voluntary withdrawal
from their last course. The demographic and preliminary questionnaire was included
separately from the MSLQ block and MLQ block.
For instructors, the demographic and preliminary questionnaire collected
demographic information in addition to information related to employment status, years
of experience, the subject area of the courses taught, and etcetera (see Appendix N).
Instructors were also asked to identify their degree credentials. The questionnaire
collected data related to the employment status of the instructor as being employed as a
full-time instructor or part-time instructor/adjunct and the length of employment.
Additional items, similar to items on the student preliminary questionnaire, asked
instructors to rate reasons for voluntary student withdrawal from a course.
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Research Questions 1, 2, 3, & 4 Instrument: Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire Rater
Form
The Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) was developed by Avolio and
Bass (1995, 2000, & 2004) and has been extensively used in research studies,
dissertations, and peer reviewed publications throughout the world. The Multifactor
Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) is also known as the MLQ 5X short or MLQ 5X and
has two different forms that are used for the evaluation of a leader. The MLQ Rater Form
is used by followers/students to rate the leader/instructor and the MLQ Leader Form is
used by the leader/instructor to evaluate his/her own leadership style.
MLQ Permission to Reproduce and Administer. The MLQ is offered through
Mind Garden Inc., an international academic and research corporation that offers
resources for psychological assessments. Mind Garden provides manuals, licenses to
reproduce, and reports for psychological assessments. According to Mind Garden, the
MLQ has been used widely in field and laboratory research to study transformational,
transactional, and passive/avoidant leadership styles. This study utilized the third edition
of the MLQ.
The MLQ instrument and remote online use licenses to administer the instrument
were purchased from Mind Garden, Inc. at a discounted price for student researchers
when purchased in bulk quantities (i.e. 100, 500, 1000, 5000, 10,000 and 20,000). At the
time of purchase, approval was granted by Mind Garden Inc. to administer and reproduce
the instrument (see Appendix J and K). The MLQ was included in the Qualtrics survey
along with the demographic, preliminary questionnaire, and the MSLQ.
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MLQ Scoring. The MLQ 5X Rater Form contains 45 items that assess
impressions of instructor leadership behaviors by using a five point rating scale. Students
described one of their instructor’s leadership behavior for each item using a frequency
scale that ranges from 0 = not at all, to 4 = frequently, if not always. The MLQ Scoring
Key was used to group items b scale. The averages were calculated by scale by adding
the scores for all responses for that item. The averages were also compared to the norm
tables in the MLQ Manual. Furthermore, open-ended questions were used to gather
additional information from students who voluntarily withdrew from a previous course.
Research Questions 1, 2, & 3 Data Collection and Outcomes
Participants/students were instructed to use the MLQ Rater form to rate one of
their randomly assigned instructors or to rate an instructor of the last class the
participant/student voluntarily withdrew. Data for research questions one, two, and three
were gathered from students who rated one of their randomly assigned instructors. The
questionnaire measured how often the students perceived their instructor to be
motivating, how effective students perceived their instructor to be interacting at different
levels in the classroom, and how satisfied students were with their instructor’s methods of
working with them. Therefore, the outcomes of transformational and transactional
leadership consisted of extra effort, effectiveness, and satisfaction with the instructor.
Additionally, the MLQ questionnaire determined leadership styles for an instructor as
assessed by the student.
Research Question 4 Data Collection and Outcomes
Data for research question four was gathered from students who rated an
instructor of the last class that he/she voluntarily withdrew. The MLQ Rater form assess
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perceptions of ineffective leadership behaviors such as avoidance of responsibility an
action known as Laissez Faire to effective behaviors that optimize followers’
development, potential, and performance known as transformational leadership (Avolio
& Bass, 1995, 2000, & 2004). The MLQ evaluated how frequently, or to what degree,
students have observed their instructor engage in 32 specific behaviors. Additionally,
four items rated Idealized Attributes (IA). The remaining items pertained to the nine
components of transformational, transactional, or Passive/Avoidant leadership. These 45
items identified and measured essential leadership and effectiveness behaviors indicated
in previous research to be significantly associated with both individual and organizational
success.
MLQ Reliability and Validity. The MLQ manual provides a U.S. data set on
external validity, construct validation, factor structure, norms, and descriptive statistics
(Bass & Avolio, 2004). The MLQ 5X is reliable and has been validated by both
discriminatory and confirmatory factor analysis. The MLQ provides a manual/support
guide that includes reliability and descriptive statistics from the findings of previous U.S.
studies. The MLQ has even been tested in Germany and the findings of the study
revealed high factorial and convergent validity in addition to internal consistency
(Rowold, 2005).
MLQ Variables. According to Avolio and Bass, the independent variables in the
MLQ are the five scales of transformational leadership: idealized attributes (IA),
idealized behaviors (IB), inspirational motivation (IM), intellectual stimulation (IS), and
individual consideration (IC). The other independent variables include transactional
leadership (contingent reward and management by exception-active) and passive
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avoidant (management by exception – passive and Laissez-Faire). The dependent
variables or outcomes of leadership are extra effort of students, instructor effectiveness in
the classroom, and student satisfaction with the instructor.
Research Question 5 Instrument: Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire
The Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ) (see Appendix L)
was used to address research question five that pertains to the motivation of students to
persist in a course. The MSLQ was designed and developed by Pintrich, Smith, Garcia,
and McKeachie (1991). The questionnaire was developed to improve teaching and
learning in post-secondary education institutions. The MSLQ is a self-report
questionnaire designed to assess college students’ motivational orientation and their use
of different learning strategies for a college course.
MSLQ Permission to Reproduce. According to the authors of the MSLQ, it exists
in the public domain of the internet and no permission was required to modify or
administer the questionnaire as long as the instrument was used for valid research
purposes. However, there was a requirement to cite the instrument appropriately in
writings and publications (Pintrich, Smith, Garcia, & McKeachie, 1991). Additionally,
the authors provide detailed instructions about and for administering the instrument. The
MSLQ manual provides a list of motivation scales, learning strategies scales, scoring,
sample demographic sheet, sample cover sheet, the MSLQ questionnaire, and
confirmatory factor analysis results. The authors stated that the sample cover sheet and
demographic sheet may be adapted to the individual researcher’s needs. Items from this
sheet were included in the preliminary questionnaire.
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MSLQ Questionnaire: Sections and Scales. The instrument consists of two
sections, the motivation section and learning strategies section. The MSLQ contains 15
different scales, and has a total of 81 items. Only the motivation section was used for this
study. The motivation section consists of three dimensions that include expectancy
components, value components, and affective components. The motivation section is
assessed by 31 items. Value components consist of the sub-scales, intrinsic goal
orientation, extrinsic goal orientation, and task value. The expectancy components are
comprised of the sub-scales, control beliefs and self-efficacy for learning and
performance. Finally, the affective components contain the sub-scale of test anxiety. The
motivation section assesses students’ goals and values beliefs for a course, their beliefs
about their skill to succeed in a course, and their anxiety about tests in a course. The
learning strategy section contains 31 items that assesses students’ use of various cognitive
and metacognitive learning strategies for a college course. This section also contains 19
items related to student management of different resources. The MSLQ was designed so
that the scales and sections could be given together or independently of one another.
Therefore, only the motivation section that contains six scales with a total of 31 items
was used for the purposes of this study.
MSLQ Reliability and Validity. The MSLQ manual includes descriptive statistics
for each scale, both motivational and learning strategies. The statistics include internal
reliability coefficients, means, standard deviations, and zero order correlations with final
course grade for each item and scale. The data in the MSLQ manual were gathered from
a sample of 380 Midwestern college students. The majority of students (N=356) were
enrolled in a public four-year university. The remaining students (N=24) were enrolled in
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a community college. The authors stated that 31 classrooms were sampled, that covered
14 subjects and seven disciplines (natural science, humanities, social science, computer
science, and foreign language). Demographic information was also collected and is
included in the MSLQ manual. The results indicated that scale correlations with final
grade were significant and demonstrate predictive validity. Cronbach’s alphas were stated
as being robust and ranged from .52 to .93. Confirmatory factor analyses indicated that
the MSLQ establishes reasonable factor validity (Pintrich, Smith, Garcia, & McKeachie,
MSLQ Scoring. The MSLQ contains a seven-point Likert scale that students use
to rate themselves. The scale ranges from “not at all true of me” to “very true of me.” The
means of the items for the scale are used to construct the scale. The motivation section,
which contains 31 items and six scales, were used for this study. Some items are reversed
coded and marked as “reversed.” The negatively worded items and ratings were reversed
before scores were computed. The MSLQ manual included instructions on how to reflect
a reverse coded item.
Research Question 6 Instrument: Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire Leader Form
The MLQ 5X was used by instructors to assess their own leadership style
(Appendix J). There were 45 descriptive statements on the questionnaire. Similar to the
MLQ Rater Form, the MLQ Leader Form uses a five point Likert scale. Instructors used
the MLQ Leader Form to determine how frequently each statement fits them through a
self-assessment. The self-rater form provided the instructor with their leadership style as
he/she perceives it. The self-rated scores/averages were compared against the norm
provided by Mind Garden Inc.
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The MLQ Leader Form identifies the full range of leadership styles that consist of
three styles. Transformational leadership is described as a method of influencing in which
leaders/instructors change their associates’/students’ awareness of what is essential, and
move them to see themselves and the opportunities and challenges of their environment
in a new way (Bass & Avolio, 1995, 2000, &2004). According Bass and Avolio,
transactional leaders exhibit behaviors associated with constructive and corrective
transactions. The constructive style is categorized as contingent reward and the corrective
style is branded as management-by-exception. The third style is identified as
passive/avoidant behavior in which the leader/instructor does not respond to situations
and problems systematically. Bass and Avolio asserted that passive leaders avoid
specifying arrangements, clarifying expectations, and providing goals and standards to be
achieved by followers/students. Consequently, this style of leadership has a negative
effect on desired outcomes and negative impacts on followers/students. The authors
stated that passive leadership is comparable to laissez-faire leadership, a style which in
turn is known as no leadership.
Research Design
The methodology for conducting this quantitative study was based on descriptive
research designs that included the survey method. The data collection instruments were
used to collect the following data: demographic, reported extra effort of students,
students’ report of instructor effectiveness, students satisfaction with the instructor,
students’ motivation to persist in a course, characteristics/leadership behaviors of
instructors in which students voluntarily withdrew from a course, students’ assessment of
instructor leadership characteristics, and instructor self-rating of his/her leadership
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characteristics. The methodology for this study consisted of two data collection
procedures in order to address the research questions. One procedure was used to collect
student responses and the other procedure was used to collect instructor responses.
Procedures
After approval was received to conduct research from USM’s IRB (see Appendix
A) and MACJC (see Appendix C), an email with cover letter was sent to each CIRE
representative (see Appendix G) for each MS community college. According to the
MCCB, Research Sub-Committee approval/endorsement means that the external
researcher may, upon notification of affirmation by the chairperson, David Case, contact
two or more MACJC colleges directly with the request to conduct research. However,
sub-committee endorsement does not obligate any MACJC college to participate in a
study. Because MACJC institutions are locally governed and autonomous, the decision to
endorse external research is determined by each individual college. After receiving
approval to conduct research from only three college’s CIRE representative, MLQ
licenses were purchased for student participants (MLQ Rater Form) and instructor
participants (MLQ Leader Form).
Two procedures were used to gather data for the research questions/hypothesis.
The survey instruments were administered electronically to instructors and students. Data
collected from full-time and part-time (adjunct) faculty who teach academic classes that
transfer to a 4-year university were used for the purposes of this study. Originally, only
data from full-time students enrolled in face -to-face classes was intended to be used for
statistical analysis. However, due to the COVID-19 pandemic and its resulting
repercussions on community collages’ delivery of instruction due to social distancing,
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data was collected from students who were taking all classes online. Electronic
questionnaires included a statement which indicated that all data collected would be
anonymous and that no identifying information would be requested. It was also stated
that participation was strictly voluntary and could be discontinued at any time without
concern of penalty or other negative consequences. An email, with cover letter, was sent
to each CIRE representative for the three participating colleges. The email also contained
an anonymous link to the questionnaire via the secure website, Qualtrics.
Data Collection Procedure 1: Research Questions 1, 2, 3, 4, & 5
Data collection procedure 1 was used in order to address research questions one
through five: RQ1- Is there a significant relationship between impressions of
transformational leadership of instructors and reported extra effort of students in the
classroom?; RQ2 - Is there a significant relationship between impressions of
transformational leadership of instructors and students’ reports of instructor effectiveness
in the classroom of community colleges?; RQ3 - Is there a significant relationship
between impressions of transformational leadership of instructors and student satisfaction
with the instructor in the classroom of community colleges?; RQ4 – Among students who
voluntarily withdrew from a course, what were the characteristics/leadership behaviors
exhibited by the instructor of the dropped course?; and RQ5 -To what degree is instructor
leadership related to students’ motivation to persist in a course? Among the 15
Mississippi public community colleges solicited for participation in this study, four
colleges agreed to participate. Within each of the four colleges, all students/individuals
that met the preliminary selection criteria were asked to complete the survey. The survey
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included demographic information, a preliminary questionnaire, the MSLQ motivation
section, and the MLQ Rater Form.
In order to address research questions one through four, preliminary criteria on
the survey instrument asked students to evaluate an instructor of a class in which they
were currently enrolled or to evaluate the instructor of the last class the student
withdrew/dropped. Students used the MLQ 5X Rater Form to assess instructor
leadership behaviors. The MLQ was also used to collect data regarding students’ extra
effort in the classroom, students’ perception of instructor effectiveness, and satisfaction
with the instructor. Students evaluated how frequently they have observed an instructor
engage in specific leadership behaviors or exhibit certain leadership attributes. Therefore,
this procedure determined the characteristics/leadership behaviors of instructors from the
last course in which a student voluntarily withdrew/dropped.
The MSLQ block and MLQ block of the questionnaire were used to address
research question five, to what degree is instructor leadership related to students’
motivation to persist in a course. The Motivated Strategies of Learning Questionnaire
(MSLQ) collected data regarding students’ motivation to persist in a course. The students
were asked to complete the MSLQ block of the questionnaire based on the last class that
he/she voluntarily withdrew or dropped or a current class that he/she is enrolled. The
MSLQ motivation section contained 31 items to measure students’ motivation to persist
in a course. The MLQ block contained 45 items that addressed how frequently students
observed an instructor engage or exhibit particular leadership attributes or behaviors.
Statistical analysis of data collected from the MSLQ and MLQ addressed research
question five.
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Administering the Survey (Demographic/Preliminary Questionnaire, MSLQ and
MLQ Rater Form). Students were sent an email from each of the college’s CIRE
representative or designated proxy that contained the informed consent and a link to the
surveys. Qualtrics, an online survey tool for USM employees, students, or affiliates, was
used to administer the questionnaire to students (see Appendix M). Upon completion of
the demographic and preliminary questionnaire, students were asked to complete the
MSLQ (see Appendix L) and MLQ Rater Form (see Appendix J). Licenses to administer
the MLQ rater form were purchased from Mind Garden at the student researcher
discounted rate. Additional licenses were not purchased in bulk because of the limited
number of survey responses.
The terminology for the instructions on the MLQ rater form was customized to a
classroom setting. The instructions asked students to evaluate one of their instructors
based on information provided in the student’s preliminary questionnaire. Students rated
the instructor of the last course in which the student voluntarily withdrew/dropped or the
student rated a current instructor. Students were instructed to rate the current instructor of
their first, second, third, or fourth course of the week. Although, instruction was provided
online due to social distancing as a result of COVID-19, this method of randomizing the
survey conditions was intended to reduce the rating of a student’s favorite or least
favorite instructor. Instructions on the MLQ Rater Form asked students to rate one of
their instructors based on the first letter of his/her last name (see Appendix M). The 26
letters of the Alphabet were entered into a random number generator (see Appendix O)
that produced four random groups/periods. Based on the first letter of the students last
name and the randomly assigned period that contains the first letter of the students last
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name, the student rated their first, second, third, or fourth instructor of the week. This
was intended to provide a broad spectrum of instructors for periods one through four
from participating colleges. This step also prevented students from selecting their favorite
or least favorite instructor to evaluate. Additionally, this step protected anonymity as no
student names or instructor names were collected on the survey. Preliminary questions on
the questionnaire identified if the class of the instructor being rated was a required class
or elective class. Furthermore, a preliminary question determined the subject area of the
course taught by the instructor being rated.
Transform™ Survey Hosting was originally planned to be used to administer the
MLQ rater form to students. However, after receiving advice from a Mind Garden
customer service representative who specialized in the MLQ instruments (see Appendix
K), the MLQ rater form was included on the student questionnaire in Qualtrics. The MLQ
license grants the researcher permission to collect and disclose (a) item scores and scale
scores, (b) statistical analyses of those scores (such as group average, group standard
deviation, T-scores, etc.) and (c) pre-authorized sample items only, as provided by Mind
Garden, for results write-up and publication (Mind Garden Inc, 2019).
Data Collection Procedure 2: Research Question 6
The final data collection procedure determined instructor leadership behaviors
and provided a leadership analysis of instructors by means of a self-rater questionnaire
(MLQ Leader Form). Instructor data was collected from full-time and adjunct instructors.
Instructors used the MLQ 5X Leader Form to assess their leadership behaviors.
Instructors evaluated how frequently they engaged in certain leadership behaviors and
exhibited certain attributes toward their students.
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Data Analysis
Depending on the type of data gathered to address the research questions, IBM
SPSS, Mplus Version 8.2 by Muthén & Muthén, the MSLQ Scoring Form, and MLQ
Scoring Key were used to analyze the data. Descriptive statistics were generated from the
demographic data and the preliminary questionnaire for both students and instructors.
The independent variables in this study were the full range of leadership styles that
include the five scales of transformational leadership: idealized attributes (IA), idealized
behaviors (IB), inspirational motivation (IM), intellectual stimulation (IS), and individual
consideration (IC). The other independent variables included transactional leadership
with two scales, contingent reward and management by exception (active). The third
leadership style was passive avoidant with two scales, management by exception
(passive) and Laissez-Faire. The dependent variables of the MLQ or outcomes of
leadership were extra effort of students, instructor effectiveness in the classroom, and
student satisfaction with the instructor. The dependent variable of the MSLQ was
motivation to persist in a course.
Data Analysis 1: Research Questions 1, 2, 3
The objective of research questions one, two, and three was to determine if there
was a significant relationship between impressions of transformational leadership of
instructors and three outcomes: extra effort of students, effectiveness of the instructor,
and student satisfaction with the instructor. The MLQ Scoring Key was used to group
items by scale. Averages were then calculated by scale. In example, the items that were
included in the Idealized Influence (Attributes) were 10, 18, 21, and 25. The scores were
added for all responses to these items and divided by the total number of responses for
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that item. The MLQ was not designed to promote the labeling of a leader/instructor as
Transformational or Transactional. It is used to identify a leader/instructor or a group of
leaders/instructors, for example, as “more transformation than the norm” or “less
transactional than the norm.” To investigate research question one, two, and three, SEM
was used to identify the relationship between the leadership variable and each outcome
variable. The model tested the relationship between students’ impressions of instructor
transformational leadership and the outcomes of student extra effort (EE), instructor
effectiveness (EFF), and satisfaction with the instructor (SAT).
Data Analysis 2: Research Question 4
The goal of research question four was to determine, among students who
voluntarily withdrew from a course, the characteristics/leadership behaviors exhibited by
the instructor of the dropped course. The data collected from the MLQ rater form was
analyzed using the MLQ Scoring Key. Students were asked to evaluate the instructor of
the last course that he/she voluntarily withdrew/dropped using the MLQ rater form. No
statistical tests were needed to analyze the data. A description of
characteristics/leadership behaviors were provided in the MLQ Scoring Key.
Data Analysis 3: Research Question 5
The objective of research question five was to determine the degree to which
instructor leadership was related to students’ motivation to persist in a course. In addition
to the MLQ rater form, students were asked to complete only the motivation section of
the MSLQ that consisted of 31 items. This section assessed students’ goals and value
beliefs for a course, about their aptitude to succeed in a course, and their anxiety about
tests in a course. The three dimensions of the motivation section measured interest in a
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course, expectancy for success, and test anxiety. High scores for the interest scales
indicated that the student likes the subject matter and were very interested in the content
area of the class. Likewise, a high score for the scale of expectancy for success indicated
that the student thinks he/she would do well in the course, and felt confident that he/she
would be able to master the course material. Finally, a high score in the test anxiety scale
meant that the student was anxious in testing situations. Structural Equation Modeling
(SEM) was used to determine the degree to which instructor leadership, assessed by the
MLQ, was related to students’ motivation to persist in a course which was assessed by
the MSLQ.
Data Analysis 4: Research Question 6
The objective of research question 6 was to determine the leadership style of
community college instructors as determined by the instructor though a self-rater
questionnaire, the MLQ Leader Form. The degree to which instructors exhibited
characteristics of leadership were measured against national norms based on data
provided by Mind Garden Inc. The MLQ 5X 2004 Normative Sample contains data from
27,285 respondents from all rating levels. The percentiles for individual U.S. scores
includes self (N=3375), higher level (N=4268), same level (N=5185), lower level
(N=4376), and other level (N=1959). According to the MLQ Manual, the MLQ is not
designed to label the leader as Transformational or Transactional, but to identify a leader
as “more transformational than the norm” or “less transactional than the norm” (Mind
Garden Inc., 2004). Scores for each leadership style of the MLQ was calculated using the
MLQ Scoring Key. The leadership style that received the largest score was recorded as
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the preferred leadership style for the group of instructors. These scores were also
compared against the descriptive statistics for the MLQ 5X 2004.
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CHAPTER IV – RESULTS
The survey instruments were administered electronically by the CIRE
representative or designee to students and instructors in the spring 2020 semester. The
data were analyzed using IBM SPSS, Mplus Version 8.2 by Muthén & Muthén, the
MSLQ Scoring Form, and the MLQ Scoring Key to address the following research
hypotheses and questions:
RH1: There is a positive relationship between impressions of transformational
leadership of instructors and reported extra effort of students in the
classroom of community colleges.
RH2: There is a positive relationship between impressions of transformational
leadership of instructors and students’ reports of instructor effectiveness in
the classroom of community colleges.
RH3: There is a positive relationship between impressions of transformational
leadership of instructors and student satisfaction with the instructor in the
classroom of community colleges?
RQ4: Among students who voluntarily withdrew from a course, what were the
characteristics/leadership behaviors exhibited by the instructor of the
dropped course?
RQ5: To what degree is instructor leadership related to students’ motivation to
persist in a course?
RQ6: What is the leadership style of community college instructors as
determined by the instructor?
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The results of this study are presented in this chapter to explore voluntary
withdrawal of students from a course, from the perspective of both students and
instructors. Additionally, the results are intended to examine instructors’ leadership
characteristics, based on the views of students and instructors. Finally, the results of the
six research hypotheses/questions will be presented.
Student Results Overview
This chapter begins with comprehensive and detailed descriptive information
regarding student participants. Descriptive information about student participants
included the following: enrollment status, GPA, classification level, major/program,
number of courses the student was currently enrolled, data about the last class that the
student voluntarily withdrew or dropped, details regarding the reason for withdrawal and
enrollment in the course, subject of the course (i.e. biology, English, math, etc.), potential
reasons why students withdraw from courses, and the degree to which each reason/item
contributed to their voluntary withdrawal from their last course. Finally, the student
results section will present the findings of the MSLQ and MLQ items for a course that
was voluntarily dropped by students or a course that students were currently enrolled.
Instructor Results Overview
Following a comprehensive examination of student participants and the analysis
of responses of items about voluntary course withdrawal, this chapter will also provide
descriptive information about instructors. This information will include: employment
status (full-time or part-time), years of teaching experience, the subject area of the
courses usually taught, degree credentials, parental educational background, length of
employment, rating of and reasons for voluntary student withdrawal from a course, and
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reasons why students enrolled in the classes taught by instructors. Finally, instructor
responses to the MLQ Self Rater form were analyzed to determine the surveyed
instructors (group) leadership style. Additionally, instructors’ group averages were
compared to the MLQ norms.
Description of Participating Mississippi Community Colleges
There were four of 15 Mississippi public community colleges who participated in
this study. All 15 CIRE representatives were emailed a request to conduct research on
March 13, 2020, during the rise of the COVID-19 pandemic. The majority of CIRE
representatives who responded to the request to conduct research indicated that the
COVID-19 pandemic, which resulted in a change in instructional methods, was the
reason for not participating in the study. During this transition period, institutions were
moving traditional face-to-face instruction to an online instructional format. A few CIRE
representatives suggested that this study should also be conducted again in fall 2020 and
would approve of the study at that time. Regardless, the four participating institutions
were representative of community college districts located in the North, South, East, and
West regions of Mississippi. During the process of receiving approval from MACJC to
conduct research within MS community colleges, a requirement was to maintain
anonymity of institutions. Therefore, the names of institutions were not provided per
MACJC approval to conduct research. Additionally, no detailed descriptions were
provided due to the possibility that institutional characteristics (i.e. enrollment size,
retention rates, and district/counties served) could potentially reveal the identity of
participating institutions. Furthermore, approval to conduct research within Mississippi
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community colleges was contingent upon updating the original data collection procedures
to ensure anonymity of participating colleges (see Appendix C).
Description of Student Participants
Data collection began on April 9, 2020 and ended on June 5, 2020. Data were
collected from students who were enrolled in four Mississippi community colleges. There
were a total of 267 students who responded to the survey. After screening the data, six
cases were deleted because students did not give consent to participate in the study. From
the remaining sample (N = 261), 29 additional cases were deleted due to a survey
completion rate of only 3%, in which consent was given but no additional items were
completed. For the purpose of exploring characteristics about the student sample, 232
cases were used to generate a description of demographic and student educational
characteristics.
Student Participant Demographics
Demographic information of surveyed students (N = 232) who voluntarily
completed the questionnaire is provided in Table 1. Demographic information included
gender, race/ethnicity, nationality, native language, reported age, level of parental
education, and parent’s post-secondary degree(s) if applicable. Table 2 provides student
educational characteristics that include: classification level, enrollment status, type of
degree or certificate program completion goal, intent to persist to a bachelor’s degree or
higher, current cumulative grade point average, and quantity of courses enrolled in spring
2020.
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Gender
Among surveyed students, approximately 76% reported their gender as female.
Nearly 22% indicated their gender as male. Among the responses, 2% reported their
gender as transgender and 1% preferred not to respond. Similar to national statistics
regarding gender, females (56%) disproportionally represent the majority of students
enrolled in community colleges (AAAC, 2019). A notable difference in students’ report
of gender is that U.S. statistics doesn’t’ report transgender populations.
Race/Ethnicity, Nationality, and Native Language
Over half of students reported their race/ethnicity as White (62%). Almost 28% of
surveyed students reported their race/ethnicity as Black or African American. The
remaining respondents identified their race as Asian (2%), American Indian or Alaska
Native (1%), Hispanic/Latino (4%), two or more races (2%), and race/ethnicity unknown
(1%). American was reported as the nationality for 230 students. The remaining two
students indicated Colombian and Honduran as their Nationality. Among the sample (N =
232) of students, 97% reported their native language as English and the remaining
students indicated Spanish (2%) and Vietnamese (1%). Mississippi’s demographics of
student race/ethnicity are representative of national numbers in which Whites (46%)
represent a large portion of the student population. Unlike the national norms in which
Hispanics (25%) are the second largest population of students enrolled in community
colleges, Mississippi’s second largest population consist of Blacks (28%). The other
remaining groups in Mississippi’s student population are in line with the national norms.
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Reported Age
The reported age of students ranged from a minimum of 18 years to greater than
62 years. The average reported age of students was 26 years. Students between 18 and 27
represented (80%) of reported age. The AAAC (2019) reported that the average age of
students enrolled in community college was 28 years. Furthermore, national statistics
reported more than 54% of the student population’s age group was less than 22 years.
The AACC’s reported that 9% of students were above the age of 40. Similarly,
approximately 6% of Mississippi’s student population was greater than 42 years of age.
Level and Type of Education Completed by Either Parent
Approximately 92 students (32%) reported that some post-secondary education
was the highest level completed by either parent. A large portion of the sample (35%)
reported that either parent had a high school diploma or less. A significant number of
students (31%) indicated that an associate’s degree was the type of post-secondary degree
completed by a parent. Among the sample, 37% of students reported that either parent
completed a bachelor’s degree or higher. Roughly 35% of surveyed students indicated
that their either parent’s highest level of completed education was a high school
diploma/GED or did not complete high school. Therefore, these students are considered
first-generation students due neither parent having a formal education beyond high
school. National norms reported that 29% of students were the first generation to attend
college.
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Table 1 Student Participant Demographics
Frequency
50
176
4
2

Percent
21.60
75.90
1.70
0.90

Gender

Male
Female
Transgender
Prefer not to respond

Race/Ethnicity

Asian
American Indian or Alaska
Native
Black or African American
Hispanic/Latino
White
Two or more races
Race and ethnicity unknown

5

2.20

2
66
9
143
5
2

0.90
28.40
3.90
61.60
2.20
0.90

Nationality

American
Other - Colombian
Other - Honduran

230
1
1

99.14
0.43
0.43

Native Language

English
Spanish
Vietnamese

225
6
1

97.00
2.60
0.40

Reported Age

18 - 22 years
23 - 27 years
28 - 32 years
33 - 37 years
38 - 42 years
43 - 47 years
48 - 52 years
53 - 57 years
58 -62 years
More than 62

91
95
12
11
9
6
3
1
3
1

39.22
40.95
5.17
4.74
3.88
2.59
1.29
0.43
1.29
0.43
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(Table Continued)
Frequency
Level of Education
Completed by Either
Parent

Missing
Parent’s Post-secondary
degree (s)

High school diploma or less
Some post-secondary
education
Bachelor’s or higher degree
Total
System

Associate’s
Bachelors
Masters
Specialist
Doctorate
Professional degree (i.e.
doctor of medicine, veterinary
medicine, dental medicine,
pharmacy, juris doctor, etc.)
Not applicable

Percent

82

35.30

92
57
231
1

39.70
24.60
99.60
0.40

94
59
31
7
6

31.33
19.67
10.33
2.33
2.00

10
93

3.33
31.00

Student Educational Characteristics
Educational characteristics were described for a sample of 232 students (see Table
2). Nearly 75 % of students reported their classification level as sophomore and 195
students (85%) were enrolled full-time. The AACC (2019) reported that the majority
(63%) were enrolled part-time. National numbers also reveal that 62% of all full-time
students at community colleges are employed. Similarly, amid a sample of Mississippi’s
community college students, 54% of all full-time students reported being employed.
Among the sample, 201 students reported their community college educational goal was
to earn an associate’s degree. Likewise, national numbers reveal that 60% of the degrees
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awarded in 2016-2017 were for associate’s degrees (AACC, 2019). A large portion of
students (81%) intend to persist to a bachelor’s degree. Only 5% reported they would not
persist to a bachelor’s degree while 14% were undecided. Nearly 54% of surveyed
students indicated intent to persist to a master’s, specialist, doctorate, or professional
degree. Amid the sample of students, a significant portion of students indicated a current
cumulative grade point average between 3.5 and 4. 0 (A average). No students reported a
GPA of less than 0.5 (D average). Students reported being enrolled in four or five courses
during the spring 2020 semester which is usually associated with 12 or more credit hours
indicating a full-time enrollment status.
An item in the educational characteristics section on the questionnaire asked
students to indicate if they had voluntarily withdrew from a course. Within the sample of
students (N = 232), nearly half (49%) of respondents indicated they had voluntarily
withdrew from a course. Approximately 51% of respondents indicated they had not
voluntarily withdrawn from a course. Among students who reported that they had
withdrawn from a course, 80 students provided the subject area for withdrawn courses.
Figure 1 provides the frequency of subject areas for courses that students (n = 80)
voluntarily withdrew. Among the subject areas of withdrawn courses reported,
mathematics, biology, English, accounting, and speech & theatre represented 59% of the
subject areas. Math, biology, English, and speech are required core classes for
Mississippi community colleges. The remaining 18 subject areas represented 41% of
subjects in which students voluntarily withdrew.
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Table 2 Student Participant Educational Characteristics
Frequency Percent
Classification Level

Freshman
Sophomore
Total
System

52
175
227
5
232

22.4
75.4
97.8
2.2
100

Full-time
Part-time
Dual-enrolled
Non-degree seeking
Total
System

195
25
8
2
230
2
232

84.1
10.8
3.4
0.9
99.1
0.9
100

Employment Status

Full-time
Part-time
Temporary
Not currently employed

54
73
4
101

23.3
31.5
1.7
43.5

Degree or Certificate Program
Completion Goal

Less than 1 year Certificate
1 to 2 year Certificate
Associate’s degree
Not seeking a certificate or
degree

4
13
201

1.7
5.6
86.6

14

6

Definitely yes
Probably yes
Might or might not
Probably not
Definitely not

159
29
32
8
4

68.5
12.5
13.8
3.4
1.7

Missing
Total
Enrollment Status

Missing
Total

Intent to Persist to a Bachelor's
Degree
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(Table Continued)
Frequency Percent
Intent to Persist to a Master's,
Specialist, Doctorate, or
Professional Degree

Missing
Total
Current Cumulative GPA for
Institution

Missing
Total
Quantity of Courses Enrolled in
Spring 2020

Missing
Total
Voluntarily Withdrew/Dropped a
Course

Definitely yes
Probably yes
Might or might not
Probably not
Definitely not
Total
System

74
50
67
29
11
231
1
232

31.9
21.6
28.9
12.5
4.7
99.6
0.4
100

3.5 – 4.0 (A)
2.5 – 3.4 (B)
1.5 – 2.4 (C)
0.5 – 1.4 (D)
Total
System

121
91
17
2
231
1
232

52.2
39.2
7.3
0.9
99.6
0.4
100

1 course
2 courses
3 courses
4 courses
5 courses
6 or more
Total
System

11
23
18
43
85
49
229
3
232

4.7
9.9
7.8
18.5
36.6
21.1
98.7
1.3
100

Yes
No

114
118

49.1
50.9

(N = 232)
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Figure 1. Subject Areas of Courses Students (n=80) Voluntarily Withdrew

Note: (n = 80) – Students who withdrew from a course but did not complete the MLQ and/or MSLQ
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Students’ Perception Regarding the Last Course that They Voluntarily Withdrew or a
Currently Enrolled Course
Among a sample of Mississippi community college students (N = 267) who
participated in this study, all cases (172) with less than a 100% progress rate were
deleted. These cases included responses in which consent wasn’t given and/or data were
missing from items that were needed to address the research questions. In order to
address the research questions, both the MLQ and MSLQ items had to be completed by
students. The majority of deleted cases included students who either completed the MLQ
or the MSLQ, but not both. Therefore, data was analyzed for a sample of 95 students.
Students were asked to complete questions related to their experiences,
perceptions, and feelings about either their first, second, third, or fourth currently enrolled
course of the week or the last course that the student voluntarily withdrew. Among this
sample of students (N = 95) who responded to items regarding course withdrawal and the
MLQ, and MSLQ, less than half of the students (n = 41) reported that they had
voluntarily withdrawn from a course. These students provided responses to questionnaire
items about the last course that they withdrew. The remaining students (n = 54) reported
that they had not withdrawn from a course. Therefore, this subset of students was asked
to respond to items while thinking about a currently enrolled course.
A Description of Students’ Perceptions about a Voluntarily Withdrawn Course
Students (n = 41) who indicated that they had voluntarily withdrew from a course
were asked to respond to a series of items pertaining to the last withdrawn course. The
items below were intended to gather descriptive data that could be used to further explore
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and provide context to the MLQ and MSLQ responses provided by this subset of
surveyed students. Respondents were asked to address the following items:
1) What was the subject are of the course that you voluntarily withdrew?
2) Thinking about the same course that you voluntarily withdrew, why did you
enroll in the course?
3) Thinking about the same course that you voluntarily withdrew/dropped, rate
the influence of each item on your decision to voluntarily withdraw?
4) Listed below are some reasons why students may withdraw from a class.
Thinking about the same course that you voluntarily withdrew, indicate
whether each reason was a major, minor, or not a reason for voluntarily
withdrawing from the class.
5) Thinking about the same course that you voluntarily withdrew, would you
take the course again with the same or different instructor?
6) Were there any other reasons why you voluntarily withdrew from a course?
Item 1and 2 – Subject Area of Withdrawn Course and Reason for Enrolling
Students reported that English, mathematics, and accounting were the subject
areas of courses that were most frequently dropped (see Figure 1). These subjects
accounted for 49% of subject areas of withdrawn courses. The remaining 11 subject areas
represented 51% of subject areas. Students were asked to report why they enrolled in the
withdrawn course. The majority of students (51%) reported that the reason for enrolling
in the course was due to it being required for their major/program of study (see Table 3).
Approximately 32 % of students reported that the course was a required general
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education course. Therefore, these courses would need to be retaken to meet their
educational goals.
Figure 2. Students’ (n = 41) Report for the Subject Areas of Voluntarily Withdrawn
Courses

Note: (n = 41) – Students who voluntarily withdrew from a course and completed the MLQ and MSLQ regarding the withdrawn
course.
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Table 3 Reason for Enrolling in the Voluntary Withdrawn Course
Frequency
Reason for Enrolling in
Withdrawn Course

Required general education course
Elective course
Needed additional hours or credit
Required for major/program of
study
Total

Percent

13
6
1

31.7
14.6
2.4

21
41

51.2
100

Item 3 – Influence of Reasons on Students’ Decision to Withdraw
Students who reported that they had voluntarily withdrawn from a course were
asked to rate the level of influence that potential reasons had on their decision to
withdraw (see Table 4). The greatest influential reason why students’ withdrew from
their reported course was related to grades (M = 2.51, SD = 1.34). The second highest
rated influential reason for course withdrawal was related to students’ course load (M =
2.49, SD = 1.34). Finance related reasons was the least influential on students’ decision to
withdraw from a course ((M = 1.32, SD = .756). The median for potential reasons
indicate that grade related reasons (Mdn = 3) contributed some influence to course
withdrawal. Both instructor characteristics (Mdn = 2) and course load related reasons
(Mdn = 2) were rated as least influential in students’ decision to withdraw. The remaining
potential reasons, which included withdrawing because of instructor
characteristics/behaviors, were reported by students as having no influence on their
decision to withdraw (see Table 4).
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Table 4 Students’ Rating for the Degree of Influence that Potential Reasons had on Their
Decision to Withdraw from a Course
M
Median SD Sum
1.88
1 1.144
77
1.32
1 0.756
54
2.2
1 1.418
90
2.51
3 1.344 103
2.2
2 1.289
90
2.49
2 1.344 102
1.59
1 1.024
65

Job/work related
Finance/financial aid related
Personal/family related
Grade related
Instructor characteristics/behavior
Course load related
Change of major/program related

Note: (n = 41), 1=No Influence, 2=Least Influence, 3= Some Influence, and 4=Most Influence

Item 4 – Indication of Reasons for Withdrawing as Major, Minor, or Not a Reason
Students were asked to rate reasons for withdrawing as a major, minor, or
not a reason (see Table 5). The median (three) and mode (three) indicated that the items
were not a reason to withdraw. However, there were two reasons with the lowest means,
course was too difficult for me (M = 2.15) and was doing poorly in the class (M = 2.15).
The reported means for these items indicate that the reasons were minor. The item that
reported the highest mean, registered for a course to save a seat for a friend (M = 2.98),
was not a reason for withdrawing for a course. Once again, students indicated that “did
not like the instructor” and “my instructor advised me to withdraw” were “not a reason”
for withdrawing.
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Table 5 Students’ Rating of Reasons for Withdrawal as Major, Minor, or Not a Reason
Major
Reason
Realized he/she did not have the
background that the course required
Did not like the location of the class
Course was too difficult
Registered for a course to save a seat
for a friend with a later appointment
Was doing poorly in the class
Missed too many days
Realized after classes started that he/she
didn’t need the course
Did not like the instructor
Did not know his/her work schedule
when he/she registered
Fell behind in class assignments
The instructor advised him/her to
withdraw
Thought the class was boring
Did not have time for the class, due to
work
Registered for extra courses so he/she
could withdraw from one

Minor
Reason

Freq.

%

Freq.

7

17.
1

7

1
12
0

2.4
29.
3

5
11
1

15

0
36.
6

2

4.9

5

4

9.8
17.
1

1

7.3
19.
5
19.
5

2

6

7

2.4
17.
1

0

0

5

7
3
8
8
1

Note: 1= Major Reason; 2 = Minor Reason; 3 = Not a Reason
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5

7

6
5

3

%

Not a
Reason
Freq.

%

27

65.9

35

85.4

18

43.9

2.4
12.
2
12.
2

40

97.6

21

51.2

34

82.9

2.4
17.
1

36

87.8

27

65.9

4.9
14.
6
12.
2
14.
6

36

87.8

27

65.9

28

68.3

34

82.9

7.3
12.
2

31

75.6

36

87.8

17.
1
12.
2
26.
8

Item 5 – Degree of Intent to Enroll in Withdrawn Course with Same or Different
Instructor
Among students who voluntarily withdrew from a course, approximately 50%
indicated that they would definitely/probably take the course again with the same
instructor. Nearly 42% reported that they definitely/probably would not take the course
with the same instructor. About 10% were unsure of taking the course with the same
instructor (see Table 6). This is in line with student responses (n = 41) to the previous
questions that support the notion that instructor related reasons, were not reasons for
withdrawing from courses since students indicated they would take the course again with
the same instructor.

Table 6 Students’ Degree of Intent to Enroll in the Withdrawn Course with the Same
Instructor

Same Instructor

Definitely yes
Probably yes
Might or might not
Probably not
Definitely not

Frequency

Percent

14
6
4
6
11

34.1
14.6
9.8
14.6
26.8

(n = 41)

Item 6 – Other Reasons Reported by Students that Influenced their Decision to Withdraw
Students were asked to respond to an open-ended item that asked them to identify
other reasons that influenced their decision to withdraw from a course. Among students
(n =41) who indicated they had previously withdrew from a course, 17 students provided
a more detailed reason for withdrawing (see Table 7). Student responses to the open117

ended question were coded into categories and the frequency of responses is provided in
Table 8. Approximately 30% of respondents reported that personal/family related reasons
were the most frequently cited reason for withdrawing from a course. Grade related
responses (20%) were the second most cited reason for withdrawing.

Table 7 Student Responses to an Open-Ended Item about Other Potential Reasons Why
Students Voluntarily Withdraw
Response
1.

Was there any other reason why you voluntarily withdrew/dropped from a
course? - Yes, Please specify – Text
COVID-19

2.

Dealt with a lot of family loss through this semester and I lost my
motivation to keep going. I fell into a spiral of depression, and when we
moved to online, everything went further downhill. It was doable until we
went online. I needed that hands on instruction. When that was taken away,
I struggled too much. Too much to the point that I had a lot to catch up on,
and I just couldn’t do it.

3.

Death in the family required significant travel/ away time

4.

Discrimination by color from the teacher

5.

Family problems

6.

I could not receive the help I needed when I needed it to understand some
of the lesson, this put me at a disadvantage and with a poor grade, my
advisor had advised me to drop the course.
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(Table Continued)
Response
Was there any other reason why you voluntarily withdrew/dropped from a
course? - Yes, Please specify – Text
7.
I discovered I wanted to do something different so that class/program was
no longer needed. I didn’t like some of the people in it, including students. I
felt out of place and had a lot of pressure to continue that path but I was
unhappy with it and wanted to change.
8.

9.

I felt that taking English Composition II in Fall 2019 instead of Spring 2019
would suffice better with my school and job workload that I currently had at
the time. I did take English Comp II in Fall 2019 with another instructor
since my previous instructor was not teaching that subject for the Fall
semester, only in the Spring for lecture classes. I enjoyed my second goaround after the first few days from withdrawing from my first class and
passed with an A.
I registered for two fast-track classes that were both science courses and it
just ended up being to much so I decided to drop them.

10.

I was pregnant and having complications therefore I missed class frequently
& was told to drop (10+yrs ago)

11.

It was a summer class so there was less time to learn material.

12.

It was online and I prefer face to face

13.

Mrs. [Name Redacted] purposely used my disability to publicly embarrass
me. I had to go to the dean, yet no action was made against her.

14.

Personal issues in my life unrelated to school

15.

Personally, I'm not good at math. I tried to take it online but my work
schedule made it difficult, so I went ahead and dropped the course.

16.

The class I took required a prerequisite I did not have.

17.

The director was very rude towards me, made me feel less than.
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Table 8 Coded Student Responses to an Open-ended Item about Other Potential Reasons
Why Students Voluntarily Withdrew a Course

Personal/Family - Health & Medical
COVID-19
Finance/Financial Aid
Job/Work
Self-efficacy
Online/Virtual - Technology
Test Anxiety
Transportation
Grade Related
Discrimination
Change of Major/Program
Course Background/Pre-requisite
Instructor/Director Related
Total Response Category Count

Frequency

Percent

6
1
0
2
0
2
0
0
4
2
1
1
1
20

30.0
5.0
0.0
10.0
0.0
10.0
0.0
0.0
20.0
10.0
5.0
5.0
5.0
100.0

A Description of Students’ Perceptions about a Currently Enrolled Course
Students who reported that they did not voluntarily withdraw from a course were
asked to respond to the following items while thinking about a currently enrolled course.
1) Thinking about a course that you are currently enrolled, what are the reasons
for taking this course (click yes or no for each item).
2) Thinking about the same course that you are currently enrolled, would you
take this course again with the same instructor?
3) Thinking about the same course that you are currently enrolled, what is your
expected letter grade?
4) What is the average grade that you earn in most of your college courses?
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Item 1- Reasons for Enrolling in a Current Course
Students (n = 54) were asked to respond with yes or no to a list of reasons for
enrolling in a current course (see Table 9). Respondents reported that the most frequent
reason for enrolling in a current course was due to the course being required for their
major/program (92.6%). Additionally, the least frequent reason for enrolling was that the
course was recommended by a friend (13%).
Table 9 Reasons for Enrolling in a Current Course
Responses

Reason
for
Enrolling

Percent
of Cases

N

Percent

49

11.5

90.7

23
49
46
45
48
50
7
40
42
19
9
427

5.4
11.5
10.8
10.5
11.2
11.7
1.6
9.4
9.8
4.4
2.1
100

42.6
90.7
85.2
83.3
88.9
92.6
13
74.1
77.8
35.2
16.7
790.7

Fulfills general educational requirement

Is an elective course
Content seems interesting
Will be useful to me in other courses
Will be useful to me in my career
Will help me improve my academic skills
Is required for my major (program)
Was recommended by a friend
Was recommended by a counselor/advisor
Fit into my schedule
Easy course to pull up my GPA
Does not require much work or effort
Total
Dichotomy group tabulated at value 1-Yes.

Item 2 – Students Views of Taking the Same Course again with the Same Instructor
Students were asked to rate the extent to which they would take the same course
again with the same instructor. An overwhelming percentage of students (95%) indicated
that they definitely/probably would take the course again with the same instructor.
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Interestingly, only 1 student was undecided and only 2 students indicated they would not
take the course again with the same instructor.

Table 10 Student Views of Taking the Same Course again with the Same Instructor
Frequency

Percent

35
16
1
2

64.8
29.6
1.9
3.7

Definitely yes
Probably yes
Might or might not
Probably not

Item 3 and 4 – Students’ Expected Grade and Average Grade Earned in Most College
Courses
Students were asked to report their expected letter grade of a currently enrolled
course and the average letter grade earned in most college courses (see Table 11 and
Table 12). The findings reveal that students (n = 54) who completed the MLQ and MSLQ
items for the instructor of a currently enrolled course reported an expected letter grade of
an A or B. Likewise, these students also reported earning an average letter grade of A or
B in most college courses.

Table 11 Expected Letter Grade of Currently Enrolled Course

A
B
C
D
Total

Frequency

Percent

40
10
3
1
54

74.1
18.5
5.6
1.9
100.0
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Table 12 Average Letter Grade Earned in Most College Courses

A
B
C
Total

Frequency
37
16
1
54

Percent
68.5
29.6
1.9
100.0

Description of Instructor Participants
Data was collected from both full-time and part-time instructors between April 9,
2020 and June 5, 2020. There were a total of 70 responses collected. After screening the
data, 17 cases were deleted due to a survey completion rate of only 38%. Another two
cases were deleted because respondents did not complete the 45 MLQ Self-Rater items.
A missing data analysis was conducted on a sample of 51 instructors. Less than 5% of
data were missing in regard to instructors’ reported age and MLQ items. The series mean
was used to replace missing values.
Instructor Demographics
The sample included instructors (N = 51) from four Mississippi community
colleges. Table 13 provides demographic information for instructors who completed the
questionnaire. Demographic information included gender, race/ethnicity, nationality,
reported age, level of parental education, and level of instructor education.
Gender
Among the 51 participating instructors, 61% reported their gender as female.
Approximately 39% indicated their gender as male. No respondents (0%) reported their
gender as transgender. Additionally, no instructors preferred not to respond.
Race/Ethnicity and Nationality
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A large proportion of instructors indicated their race/ethnicity as White (69%).
Approximately 29% of respondents reported their race/ethnicity as Black or African
American. Only one instructor (2%) identified his/her race as a combination of two or
more races. All instructors (100%) specified their nationality as American and native
language as English.
Reported Age
The reported age of instructors ranged from a minimum of 27 years to greater
than 65 years. Four instructors reported their age as 65 or more years. The average
reported age of instructors was 45 years.
Level of Education Completed by Either Parent
Approximately 26% of instructors reported that a bachelor’s degree was the
highest level of completed education by a parent. Nearly 20% of instructors indicated that
a high school diploma or GED was the highest level of education completed by either
parent. Another 20% of instructors indicated that a master’s degree was the highest level
of education attained by a parent. Among the sample of instructors, approximately 24% s
indicated that either parent’s highest level of education was a high school diploma/GED
or did not complete high school. Therefore, 24% of instructors would have been
considered first-generation students due to neither parent having attained a formal
education beyond high school.
Level of Education Completed by Instructor
Over half (52%) of the instructors surveyed reported that the highest level of
education he/she completed was a master’s degree. A large proportion (14%) of
instructors surveyed reported that they completed a doctorate.
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Table 13 Instructor Demographics
Frequency
20
31

Percent
39.2
60.8

Gender

Male
Female

Race/Ethnicity

Black or African American
White
Two or more races

15
35
1

29.4
68.6
2

Nationality

American

51

100

Reported Age

Less than 25 years
25 – 35 years
36 – 45 years
46 – 55 years
56- 64 years
65 or more years

0
7
13
19
8
4

0
13.7
25.5
37.3
15.7
7.8

Did not complete high school
High school diploma or GED
Associate’s degree
Bachelor’s degree
At least one year of course work
beyond a Bachelor’s degree but not a
graduate degree
Master’s degree
Education specialist
Completed a PhD, MD, or other
advanced professional degree

2
10
7
13

3.9
19.6
13.7
25.5

3
10
2

5.9
19.6
3.9

4

7.8

Associate's degree
Bachelor's degree
Master's degree
Education specialist or professional
diploma based or at least one year of
course work past a Master’s degree level
Doctorate

2
1
27

3.9
2.0
52.9

7
14

13.7
27.5

Level of Education
Completed by Either
Parent

Level of Education
Completed by Instructor
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Instructor Employment Characteristics
The instructors’ employment characteristics included employment status, number
of years teaching, type of course or program taught, quantity of courses usually taught,
quantity of courses taught face-to-face in spring 2020, and quantity of courses taught
online in spring 2020 (see Table 14 and Table 15). Additionally, Table 16 provides a list
of courses/subject areas that instructors taught in the spring 2020 semester.
Employment Status
Among the instructors surveyed, approximately 80% identified that they were
employed as full-time instructors (see Table 14). The average number of years, counting
the current school year, that instructors indicated their length of employment as a fulltime instructor was 12 years. Instructors who reported their employment status as parttime had a length of employment averaging 5 years. Among respondents who reported
their employment as being full-time, the maximum number of years as a full-time
instructor was 34. Among the sample of participants, the maximum number of years
employed as a part-time instructor was 16.
Type of Course or Program Taught and Quantity
A significant number (n = 42) of instructors reported that he/she taught university
parallel courses (see Table 14). This accounted for 82 % of the courses taught by
surveyed instructors. Biology, English, and mathematics represented 36% of the
university parallel courses taught by surveyed instructors (see Table 16). History, health,
physical education and recreation, and computer science accounted for 18% of university
parallel courses. Approximately 18% of surveyed instructors indicated that they taught
career & technical education courses.
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Quantity of Courses Taught in the Spring 2020 Semester
Among surveyed instructors, the majority (53%) reported a teaching load of 5 or
more courses. Approximately 36% of instructors indicated that they had a teaching load
of 2 or less courses. The average teaching load was (M = 3.6) for the sample of
instructors.
Quantity of Courses Taught Face-to-Face (Traditional) before the COVID-19 Pandemic
Instructors reported an average, face-to-face, teaching load of (M = 3.7) courses
per semester. Before the COVID-19 Pandemic, approximately 96% of instructors taught
one or more courses in the traditional face-to-face format.
Quantity of Courses Taught Online (Virtual) before the COVID-19 Pandemic
The findings indicate that approximately 78% of surveyed instructors taught less
than 3 courses online. According to the Mississippi Community College Board,
Mississippi’s community colleges, during the collection of data, were transitioning to
online or alternative instructional methods.

Table 14 Instructor Employment Characteristics

Employment Status

Full-time Instructor
Part-time/adjunct Instructor

Type of Course or
Programs Taught

University Parallel (includes
Associate Degree Nursing Students)
Career & Technical Education
(includes Certificates)
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Frequency Percent
41
80.4
10
19.6

42

82.4

9

17.6

(Table Continued)
Frequency Percent
0
0
9
17.6
9
17.6
3
3.9
4
7.8
12
23.5
15
29.4

Course Load During the
Spring 2020 Semester

0
1
2
3
4
5
6 or more

Quantity of Courses
Taught Face-to-Face
(Traditional) During the
Spring 2020 Semester
before the COVID-19
Pandemic

0
1
2
3
4
5
6 or more

2
10
6
5
11
11
6

3.9
19.6
11.8
9.8
21.6
21.6
11.8

Quantity of Courses
Taught Online (Virtual)
During the Spring 2020
Semester before the
COVID-19 Pandemic

0
1
2
3
4
5
6 or more

11
15
12
4
4
3
2

21.6
29.4
23.5
7.8
7.8
5.9
3.9

(N = 51)

Table 15 Number of Years Employed as an Instructor, Counting the Current Year

Full-time
Part-time/adjunct

M
11.71
5.43

SD
8.805
4.518

(N = 51)
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Min.
1
1

Max.
34
16

Table 16 Subject Area of Course or Program Taught by Surveyed Instructors

Biology (BIO)
English (ENG)
Mathematics (MAT)
Computer Science (CSC)
Health, Physical Education and Recreation (HPR)
History (HIS)
Leadership (LEA)
Business and Office Administration (BOA)
Education (EDU)
Learning and Life Skills (LLS)
Psychology (PSY)
Agriculture (AGR)
Applied Technology Education (ATE)
ART (ART)
Business Administration (BAD)
Chemistry (CHE)
Communications (COM)
Forensic Science (FSC)
Honors (HON)
Music Applied (MUA) – (i.e. Brass, Guitar, Organ,
Percussion, Piano, Strings, Voice and Woodwinds)
Music Foundations (MUS) – (i.e. Education, History,
Literature, and Theory)
Music Organizations (MUO) – (i.e. Band, Small Band
Groups, Stage Band, Choir, Small Singing Groups)
Philosophy and Bible (PHI)
Political Science (PSC)
Speech and Theatre (SPT)

Frequency
8
6
6
3
3
3
3
2
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Percent
14.8
11.1
11.1
5.6
5.6
5.6
5.6
3.7
3.7
3.7
3.7
1.9
1.9
1.9
1.9
1.9
1.9
1.9
1.9

1

1.9

1

1.9

1
1
1
1

1.9
1.9
1.9
1.9

(n = 25) Sum of Courses or Programs Taught by Surveyed Instructors

Instructor Perceptions of Reasons Related to Voluntary Course Withdrawal
Students who reported that they had voluntarily withdrawn from a course were
asked to rate the level of influence that items/potential reasons had on their decision to
withdraw. Conversely, instructors were asked to rate the degree of influence that potential
reasons had on a student’s decision to voluntarily withdraw from a course. Instructors (N
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= 51) reported that the most influential potential reason why students withdraw/drop was
grade related (M = 3.35) (see Table 17). Likewise, students reported that grade related
reasons had the greatest influence on their decision to withdraw from a course. The
second most influential potential reason was personal/family related (M = 3.08). The least
influential potential reason for withdrawing/dropping a course, as reported by instructors,
was instructor characteristics/behaviors (M = 2.18).

Table 17 Instructor Ratings of the Degree of Influence of Potential Reasons Why Students
Withdraw/Drop

Job/work related
Finance/financial aid related
Personal/family related
Grade related
Instructor characteristics/behavior
Course load related
Change of major/program related

M
2.8
2.8
3.08
3.35
2.18
2.59
2.25

SD
0.825
0.96
0.688
0.716
0.888
0.726
0.868

Note: 1=No Influence, 2=Least Influence, 3= Some Influence, and 4=Most Influence

Instructors Ratings of Reasons for Voluntarily Withdrawal from a Course as Major,
Minor, or Not a Reason
Instructors’ view of potential reasons for voluntary course withdraw were rated as
major, minor, or not a reason for withdrawal (see Table 18). Subsequently, Table 19
provides instructors’ responses to an open-ended item that asked if there were other
potential reasons why students would voluntarily withdraw/drop a course. The most
influential, major, reason why students withdraw from a course was related to doing
poorly in the course (M = 1.2). Instructors also indicated that grade related reasons had
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the greatest influence on a student’s decision to withdraw. Among the potential reasons, 5
were rated as major reasons (see Table 18). There were three potential reasons that were
rated as not a reason for course withdrawal. These reasons included the following:
registered for a course to save a seat for a friend with a later appointment (M = 2.76); did
not like the location of the class (M = 2.71); and thought the class was boring (M = 2.39).

Table 18 Instructors’ Perception of Why Students Would Voluntarily Withdraw/Drop
Major Reason Minor Reason Not a Reason
Freq.

%

Freq.

%

Freq.

%

Did not like the location of the class

19
2

27.1
2.9

14
11

20
15.7

18
39

25.7
55.7

Course was too difficult

34

48.6

15

21.4

3

4.3

Registered for a course to save a seat
for a friend with a later appointment

2

2.9

8

11.4

42

60

43

61.4

8

11.4

1

1.4

Missed too many days

36

51.4

15

21.4

1

1.4

Realized after classes started that
he/she didn’t need the course

10

14.3

23

32.9

19

27.1

Did not like the instructor

8

11.4

28

40

16

22.9

Did not know his/her work schedule
when he/she registered

11

15.7

28

40

13

18.6

Fell behind in class assignments

36

51.4

12

17.1

4

5.7

The instructor advised him/her to
withdraw

11

15.7

25

35.7

16

22.9

Thought the class was boring

5

7.1

22

31.4

25

35.7

21

30

25

35.7

6

8.6

6

8.6

24

34.3

22

31.4

Realized he/she did not have the
background that the course required

Was doing poorly in the class

Did not have time for the class, due
to work
Registered for extra courses so
he/she could withdraw from one
Note: 1= Major Reason; 2 = Minor Reason; 3 = Not a Reason
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Additionally, instructors were asked to provide other potential reasons for course
withdrawal (see Table 19). Instructor responses to the open-ended item were coded into
nine categories (see Table 20). Personal/family related reasons comprised 55% of
responses. Instructors believed that other reasons for withdrawal were due to COVID-19
(10%) and online-virtual learning/technology (10%). The survey was conducted during
the COVID-19 pandemic. Furthermore, MS community colleges were transitioning all
instruction to an online format which required distance learning technology.

Table 19 Instructor Responses to an Open-Ended Item about Other Potential Reasons
Why Students Voluntarily Withdraw/Drop
Response Open-ended question 1 - Is there any other potential reason why students
would voluntarily withdraw/drop a course? Please specify.
child, family member became sick and student had to withdraw to care for
1.
them.
2.

Children

3.

Course was converted to an online format and student excel with face to face
communication.

4.

Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, I think students would withdraw because
they don't like online instruction. Before the pandemic, I think a reason may be
due to being pregnant.

5.

Emergency illness or care of family member

6.

family medical issues

7.

Family pressure

8.

got married, or pregnant, or sick....MEDICAL REASONS

9.

Health reasons, transportation issues

10.

health reasons/family obligations/take care of a sick family member

11.

Health-related reasons
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(Table Continued)
Response Open-ended question 1 - Is there any other potential reason why students
would voluntarily withdraw/drop a course? Please specify.
Health, panic over perceived low test grade
12.
13.

Illness

14.

In Spring 2020, I had a student who dropped my class because her parents
were afraid she would catch the virus; this was several weeks before
everything shut down.

15.

many students withdraw after they get their pell grant money or refund check
by mid-semester & you see many of them the next semester

16.

Medically unable to complete

17.

Personal or family illness/tragedy. marital issues, homelessness, depression,
and drug use

18.

Their own lack of motivation and ability - "college" students today are spoon
fed and have come to believe (like in K-12) that if they just show up, they will
be given full, passing credit. Most "college" students aren't prepared for
college, otherwise colleges wouldn't have well over a third of their students
enrolled in remedial english or algebra classes - which means their high school
diplomas are bogus.

19.

Transportation issues that develop after signing up for course [F2F];
internet/device access issues - online courses

20.

Work, single parent; death of a spouse or parent; putting children first
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Table 20 Coded Instructor Responses to an Open-ended Item about Other Potential
Reasons Why Students Voluntarily Withdraw/Drop
Frequency

Percent

Personal/Family - Health & Medical

16

55.2

COVID-19

3

10.3

Finance/Financial Aid

2

6.9

Job/Work

1

3.4

Self-efficacy

1

3.4

Online/Virtual - Technology

3

10.3

Test Anxiety

1

3.4

Transportation

2

6.9

Total Response Category Count

29

100.0

(N = 20)

Reasons Why Students Enroll in a Course Currently Taught by an Instructor
Similar to an item on the student questionnaire, instructors were asked to respond
with yes or no to a list of reasons why students, on average, would enroll in one of their
courses (see Table 21). Approximately 86% of instructors reported that the most frequent
reason why students enroll in one of their courses was due to the course being required
for a student’s major/program. Furthermore, 82% of instructors believed students enroll
because the course will be useful to students in their career. These two reasons were
ranked by instructors as the most frequent reasons why students, on average, enroll in
their courses. If a course is required for students’ major/program, then it may be useful to
students in their career. Additionally, 20% of instructors reported that students enroll
because their course does not require much work or effort. Accordingly, 30% of
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instructors reported that students enroll in their course to pull up their GPA. If courses do
not require much work or effort, most likely students may enroll to improve their grade
point average.

Table 21 Instructors’ Perception of Reasons Why Students Enroll in a Course Currently
Taught by Them

Reasons
for Taking
a Current
Course
Taught by
an
Instructor

Fulfills general educational requirement
Is an elective course
Content seems interesting
Will be useful to them in other courses
Will be useful to them in their career
Will help improve their academic skills
Is required for their major (program)
Was recommended by their friend
Was recommended by a counselor/advisor
Fit into their schedule
Easy course to pull up their GPA
Does not require much work or effort

Total

Response
N
Percent
39
11
19
5.3
32
9
35
9.8
42
11.8
25
7
44
12.4
26
7.3
38
10.7
30
8.4
16
4.5
10
2.8
356
100

Percent of
Cases
76.5
37.3
62.7
68.6
82.4
49
86.3
51
74.5
58.8
31.4
19.6
698

a Dichotomy group tabulated at value 1 (Yes)

Analysis of Research Hypotheses and Questions
After screening an item that identified if a student had voluntarily withdrew from
a class, 22 respondents in the sample (N=232) didn’t complete additional items related to
the reasons for withdrawing. Therefore, these 22 cases were removed and the remaining
sample (N=210) were screened for missing MLQ and MSLQ data that were required for
the scoring and the analysis of research questions one, two, three, four, and five.
Therefore, among the sample of students (N = 210), 115 cases were removed because
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100% of the data for the MLQ and /or MSLQ items were missing. After completing
another missing value analysis on the sample (N = 95), less than 5% of MLQ and MSLQ
data were missing. The median was used to replace missing values for MLQ and MSLQ
items. Therefore, to address the research questions, the sample included 95 students from
four Mississippi community colleges. Demographic information and educational
characteristics of the sample are provided in Table 22.

Table 22 Demographic Information and Educational Characteristics of Students who
Completed the MLQ and MSLQ
Frequency
24
71

Percent
25.30
74.70

Gender

Male
Female

Race/Ethnicity

Asian
American Indian or Alaska Native
Black or African American
Hispanic/Latino
White

4
30
5
52
4

4.21
31.58
5.26
54.74
4.21

Nationality

American
Other - Colombian
Other - Honduran
Other - Puerto Rican

92
1
1
1

96.84
1.10
1.10
1.10

Native Language

English
Spanish
Vietnamese

90
4
1

94.70
4.20
1.10
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(Table Continued)
Frequency
41
37
8
7
0
2

Percent
43.16
38.95
8.42
7.37
0.00
2.11

Reported Age

18 - 22 years
23 - 27 years
28 - 37 years
38 - 47 years
48 - 57 years
58 & older

Employment Status

Full-time
Part-time
Temporary
Not currently employed

23
23
1
48

24.21
24.21
1.05
50.53

Parent Education

High school diploma or less
Some post-secondary education
Bachelor’s or higher degree

35
40
20

36.84
42.11
21.05

Associate’s
Bachelors
Masters
Specialist
Doctorate
Professional degree (i.e. doctor of
medicine, veterinary medicine,
dental medicine, pharmacy, juris
doctor, etc.)
Not applicable

40
21
11
2
1

42.11
22.11
11.58
2.11
1.05

4
38

4.21
40.00

Classification Level

Freshman
Sophomore

30
65

31.579
68.421

Enrollment Status

Full-time
Part-time
Dual-enrolled
Non-degree seeking

80
10
3
2

84.211
10.526
3.1579
2.1053

Parent's Type of Post-secondary
Degree (multiple responses)
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(Table Continued)
Type of Degree or Certificate
Program Desired

Program of Study (multiple
programs selected)

Intent to Persist to a Bachelor's
Degree

Intent to Persist to a Master's,
Specialist, Doctorate, or
Professional Degree

Quantity of Courses Enrolled in
Spring 2020

Frequency

Percent

1 to 2-year Certificate
Associate’s degree
No certificate or degree

8
77
10

8.4211
81.053
10.526

Associate of Arts (AA)
Associate of Applied Science (AAS)
Career Technical Certificates
Non-Degree Seeking

42
41
10
8

44.211
43.158
10.526
8.4211

Definitely yes
Probably yes
Might or might not
Probably not
Definitely not

64
9
15
5
2

67.37
9.47
15.79
5.26
2.11

Definitely yes
Probably yes
Might or might not
Probably not
Definitely not

32
19
24
14
6

33.68
20.00
25.26
14.74
6.32

1
2
3
4
5
6 or more

5
7
5
21
33
24

5.26
7.37
5.26
22.11
34.74
25.26
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(Table Continued)
Frequency
Current Cumulative GPA for
Institution

Voluntarily Withdrew from a
Course

Percent

3.5 – 4.0 (A)
2.5 – 3.4 (B)
1.5 – 2.4 (C)
0.5 – 1.4 (D)

52
34
8
1

54.74
35.79
8.42
1.05

Yes
No

41
54

43.16
56.84

Analysis of Research Hypotheses 1, 2, and 3
The hypotheses for research questions one, two, and three were tested to
determine if there was a significant relationship between impressions of transformational
leadership of instructors in the classroom of community colleges and reported extra effort
of students, students’ report of instructor effectiveness, and students’ satisfaction with the
instructor. The following research hypotheses were tested:
RH1: There is a positive relationship between impressions of transformational
leadership of instructors and reported extra effort of students in the
classroom of community colleges.
RH2: There is a positive relationship between impressions of transformational
leadership of instructors and students’ reports of instructor effectiveness in
the classroom of community colleges.
RH3: There is a positive relationship between impressions of transformational
leadership of instructors and student satisfaction with the instructor in the
classroom of community colleges.
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Structural equation modeling (SEM) was performed to test the research
hypotheses empirically. SEM allowed the relationships postulated among the study
variables to be tested. This analysis was conducted using Mplus Version 8.2 by Muthén
& Muthén. SEM was performed to determine the acceptability of model fit to the data.
The model tested the relationship between students’ impressions of instructor
transformational leadership and the outcomes of student extra effort (EE), instructor
effectiveness (EFF), and satisfaction with the instructor (SAT). Previous research studies
have tested the relationship among the study variables (Bolkan, 2015; Bolkan &
Goodboy, 2009; 2010; 2011; Bolkan, Goodboy, and Griffin, 2011; Cerda Suarez &
Hernandez, 2012; Daniels & Goodboy, 2014; Fredendall, Robbins, & Moore, 2011;
Harvey, Royal, & Stout, 2003; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000; Myers, Goodboy, & et al.,
2014; Noland & Richards, 2014; Pounder, 2006; 2008a; 2008b). Therefore, the theory of
transformational leadership does support model specification (Figure 3). The model
consists of 1 group with 95 observations. There were eight dependent variables: IA, IB,
IM, IS, IC, EE, EFF, and SAT (see Table 23). Group means were calculated for each
variable and reported in Table 23. Transformational leadership (leader) and outcome
were continuous latent variables. Leader is measured by IA, IB, IM, IS, and IC whereas
outcome is measured by EE, EFF, and SAT.
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Figure 3. Structural model for the associations between impressions of instructor
transformational leadership and the outcomes of leadership which are extra effort of
students, effectiveness of instructors, and satisfaction with instructors.

Table 23 Student MLQ Group Means for Instructor Leadership Characteristics
Study Variables

M

SD

Min.

Max.

Idealized Attribute (IA)

2.89

1.01

0.00

4.00

Idealized Behaviors (IB)

2.34

0.76

0.25

4.00

Inspirational Motivation (IM)

2.97

1.04

0.00

4.00

Intellectual Stimulation (IS)

2.71

1.00

0.00

4.00

Individual Consideration (IC)

2.78

1.06

0.00

4.00

Contingent Reward (CR)

2.90

0.90

0.25

4.00

Mgmt by Except (Active) (MBEA)

2.04

0.66

0.50

4.00

Mgmt by Except (Passive) (MBEP)

1.54

0.66

0.50

3.50

Laissez-Faire (LF)

0.92

0.96

0.00

3.75
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(Table Continued)
Study Variables

M

SD

Min.

Max.

Extra Effort (EE)

2.89

1.17

0.00

4.00

Effectiveness (EFF)

2.93

1.06

0.00

4.00

Satisfaction (SAT)

2.96

1.18

0.00

4.00

(N = 95), Not at all = 0, Once in a while = 1, Sometimes = 2, Fairly often = 3, and Frequently if not always = 4

Model Fit Indices
Fit indices were used to evaluate the hypothesized model’s fit and included chisquare (χ2), the comparative fit index (CFI), the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), the
standardized root mean square residual SRMR, and the root mean square error of
approximation RMSEA Model fit was assessed by the chi-square test, which indicates
the amount of difference between expected and observed covariance matrices. The chisquare test indicated that the alternative/competing model is a better fit than the original
model. The absolute/predictive fit of the model was determined by chi-square, χ2 (17,
N=95) = 23.542, p = .1324. The nonsignificant result for chi-square indicates good model
fit and that the expected and observed data match. However, chi-square is sensitive to
sample size in addition to the complexity of the model. Therefore additional measures of
fit were used to evaluate the acceptability of the proposed model.
In addition to chi-square, the comparative fit index (CFI) and the Tucker-Lewis
index (TLI) was used to indicate by how much the hypothesized model fits the data better
than the independence model. The TLI is a fit index used to determine the percentage of
improvement of the hypothesized model over the independence model. Additionally, TLI
adjusts this improvement by the number of parameters in the hypothesized model
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(Cangur & Ercan, 2015). CFI and TLI values range from 0 to 1, in which higher values
indicate better model fit. A CFI or TLI value of .95 or higher indicates that the
hypothesized model has acceptable/good fit (Bentler, 1990; Hu & Bentler, 1999). The
comparative fit index (CFI) = .993 and indicate a near perfect fit between the model and
the observed data. Likewise, the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) = .998 and also indicated a
perfect fit. Additionally, the standardized root mean square residual (SRMR = .018)
indicated a perfect fit. However, the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA =
.064) suggested that the model was a moderate fit.
Standardized Model Results
The model indicates that impressions of instructor transformational leadership
(leader) have a direct effect on student outcomes (EE, EEF, and SAT). Research
hypothesis 1, 2, and 3 were supported by the model (see Table 24). All standardized beta
coefficients and their p-values were statistically significant, p < .01 and the research
hypothesis 1, 2, and 3 were supported. Overall, impressions of transformational
leadership contributed 95% to the outcomes of EE, EFF, and SAT.
In regard to RH1, students’ impression of transformational leadership of
instructors is significantly positively associated with reported extra effort of students in
the classroom of community colleges (β = .91, p <.001). The model also supports RH2.
Students’ impressions of transformational leadership exhibited by instructors is
significantly positively associated with students’ reports of instructor effectiveness in the
classroom of community colleges (β = .91, p < .001). Finally, there is a significantly
positive relationship between impressions of transformational leadership of instructors
and student satisfaction with the community college instructors (β = .95, p < .001).
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Overall, the hypothesized model supports prior research studies that indicate that there is
a positive association between transformational leadership and the outcomes of extra
effort of students, effectiveness of the instructor, and satisfaction with the instructor (β=
.95.p < .001). All estimates are significant.

Table 24 Standardized Coefficients for Study Variables

Leader

Variable
IA
IB
IM
IS
IC

β

SE

Est./SE

P-Value

0.94
0.78
0.92
0.87
0.92

0.014
0.042
0.017
0.027
0.019

66.311
18.614
52.907
32.307
48.557

< .001
< .001
< .001
< .001
< .001

Outcome

EE
EFF
SAT

0.91
0.91
0.95

0.02
0.02
0.01

44.613
45.349
71.381

< .001
< .001
< .001

Relationship

Outcome on
Leader

0.95

0.02

60.416

< .001

Note: N = 95

The coefficient of determination or r-squared (R2) indicates a high relationship
among study variables (see Table 25). The high relationships proposed in the
hypothesized model explains 90% of the variance in the dependent variables of student
extra effort, instructor effectiveness, and satisfaction with the instructor. Satisfaction with
the instructor explained 91% of the variance in the model. Idealized behaviors accounted
for the lowest explanation of the variance in the hypothesized model (R2 = .61). All
observed variables, except idealized behaviors, accounted for more than 76% or greater
of the variance in the model. SEM analysis indicated the model is a perfect fit for the
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data. The results confirmed that instructors who exhibit transformational leadership
characteristics and behaviors had a positive direct effect on extra effort of students,
perceived effectiveness of the instructor, and students’ satisfaction with instructors.

Table 25 Percentage of variance explained in the hypothesized model.
Variable
Observed
IA
IB
IM
IS
IC
EE
EFF
SAT

R2

SE

0.888
0.611
0.849
0.762
0.837
0.827
0.831
0.909

0.027
0.066
0.032
0.047
0.034
0.037
0.037
0.025

33.156
9.307
26.453
16.153
24.278
22.306
22.675
35.691

< .001
< .001
< .001
< .001
< .001
< .001
< .001
< .001

Latent
OUTCOME

0.901

0.030

30.208

< .001

Est./SE

P-Value

Note: N = 95

Analysis of Research Question 4
The purpose of research question four was to determine, among students who
voluntarily withdrew from a course, the characteristics/leadership behaviors exhibited by
the instructor of the dropped course. In order to address research question four, students
were asked to rate the instructor of the last course in which he/she voluntarily withdrew.
Students responded to items on the MLQ questionnaire in which they were asked to
indicate how frequently 45 descriptive statements fit the instructor of the withdrawn
course. The MLQ scoring key was used to calculate group means (see Table 26) for
instructors in order to address the following research question:
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RQ4: Among students who voluntarily withdrew from a course, what were the
characteristics/leadership behaviors exhibited by the instructor of the
dropped course?
The multi-rater group report provides the calculated and summarized average
MLQ multi-rater scores for instructors of courses in which students voluntarily withdrew.
According to Mind Gardens, Incorporated, the MLQ measures a full range of leadership
styles. The three categories of leadership styles are comprised of transformational
leadership, transactional leadership, and passive-avoidant behavior. Furthermore, the
MLQ measures three Outcomes of Leadership which are extra effort (EE), effectiveness
(EFF), and satisfaction (SAT).
Among a sample of students (N = 95) who responded to items regarding voluntary
course withdrawal, less than half of the sample (n = 41) reported that they had voluntarily
withdrawn from a course. These 41 students also completed additional items, including
the MLQ, about their experiences, perceptions, and feelings regarding the last course that
the student voluntarily withdrew. Therefore, responses from a subset of the sample were
used to address research question four.
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Table 26 Students’ MLQ Group Rating for Instructors of a Voluntarily
Withdrawn/Dropped Course
Leadership
Styles

Transformational
Leadership

Full Range Leadership Model Style
Labels

Idealized Attribute (IA)
Idealized Behaviors (IB)
Inspirational Motivation (IM)
Intellectual Stimulation (IS)
Individual Consideration (IC)
Transformational Instructor

Transactional
Leadership

PassiveAvoidant
Behaviors

Contingent Reward (CR)
Mgmt by Except (Active) (MBEA)
Transactional Instructor

Mgmt by Except (Passive) (MBEP)
Laissez-Faire (LF)
Passive-Avoidant Instructor
Extra Effort (EE)
Effectiveness (EFF)
Satisfaction (SAT)

M

SD

Min. Max.

2.82
2.40
2.95
2.60

1.21
0.85
1.25
1.22

0
0.3
0
0

4
4
4
4

2.74

1.28

0

4

2.70

1.11

0.20

4

2.95
2.00
2.47

1.07
0.69
0.76

0.3
0.5
0.75

4
3.5
3.75

1.46

0.69

0.5

3.5

0.91
1.19

1.08
0.79

0
0.25

3.5
3.13

2.79
2.90
2.89

1.33
1.25
1.39

0
0
0

4
4
4

(n = 41), Not at all = 0, Once in a while = 1, Sometimes = 2, Fairly often = 3, and Frequently if not always = 4

Mississippi Community College Instructors and Students’ Impressions of
Transformational Leadership
Among a sample of community college students (n = 41), the perceived
leadership style of instructors with the highest average was transformational (M = 2.70,
SD = 1.11) (see Table 25). Transformational leadership (also known as the 5 I’s) is
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comprised of idealized influence (attributes - IA), idealized influence (behaviors- IB),
inspirational motivation – IM, intellectual stimulation – IS, and individualized
consideration – IC. According to the Research Validated Benchmark, the model
frequency of all five transformational leadership behaviors should be a follower/student
rating of 3 or greater. A rating of 3 or greater indicates that students “fairly often”
observe the instructors of withdrawn courses exhibiting transformational behaviors. The
results of this study indicate a rating of 2.7 or approximately 3 for all transformational
leadership scales except idealized behaviors (IB) (M = 2.40). See Table 25 aggregate
scores of how students in MS community colleges perceived the frequency of behaviors
exhibited by instructors of courses in which students voluntarily withdrew. Additionally,
see Figure 4 which shows how students in MS community colleges scored instructors as
compared with the MLQ Universal Norms (N = 27,285) for transformational leadership
behaviors.
Transformational Leadership Behaviors. Transformational leadership is a way of
transforming or changing students’ ideas of what is important and helping them to see
their environment in new and innovative ways. These instructors are proactive and work
to enhance student development and to encourage performance above expectations.
Transformational instructors influence their students to work toward higher levels of
potential in addition to striving for greater levels of ethical and moral standards.
Transformational instructors are those that are capable of building trust among students,
act with integrity, motivate students, promote innovating thinking, and develop and coach
students.
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Students rating of instructors of courses in which they voluntarily withdrew, fairly
often observed instructors exhibit transformational leadership behaviors. Instructors who
exhibit this style are admired and respected by students. Students often identify with the
instructors and desire to emulate them. Transformational instructors motivate students by
providing them with an attractive vision in which students can envision for themselves
(Bass and Avolio, 2005).
Furthermore, instructors who display transformational leadership traits stimulate
students intellectually. These instructors encourage students to think about old situations
in new innovative and creative ways. They encourage students to look at new ways, from
many angles, of completing assignments and tasks. Transformational instructors exhibit
behaviors associated with individual consideration of students. Instructors are aware of
each student’s needs in order for students to reach their full potential and growth.
Instructors acknowledge that each student has individual and diverse needs and abilities.
A sample of Mississippi community students most frequently perceived this style of
leadership for the instructors of a voluntarily withdrawn course with an average rating of
2.70.
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Figure 4. Comparison of MS Community College Student Scores with MLQ Universal
Norms for Transformational Leadership

*Not at all = 0, Once in a while = 1, Sometimes = 2, Fairly often = 3, and Frequently if not always = 4

Mississippi Community College Instructors and Students’ Impressions of Transactional
Leadership
Among a sample of community college students, the average group score for
perceived transactional leadership of instructor ratings was 2.47 with a standard deviation
of 0.76 (see Table 25). Transactional consist of contingent reward – CR and
management-by-exception active - MBEA. The Research Validated Benchmark suggests
that the average frequency for MBEA scales should be between 1.0 and 2.0. This rating
indicates that students “once in a while” to “sometimes” observe the instructor of
withdrawn courses exhibiting transactional leadership behaviors. The results of this study
indicate an average rating of 2.47 for transactional leadership which is above the MLQ
Universal Norms (see Figure 5).
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Transactional Leadership Behaviors. Transactional leadership is concerned with
instructor behaviors associated with constructive transactions (rewards success for
students) and corrective transactions (observes deviations and inaccuracies of students).
Transactional instructors provide rewards for student achievement in addition to
correcting the mistakes of students. The literature suggests that these two essential
behaviors are associated with management functions in organizations (Bass and Avolio,
2015). Instructors set goals and establish expectations for students. Once students reach
these goals, they are awarded for achievement. Likewise, when expectations are not met,
transactional instructors take immediate corrective actions to rectify the errors of
students. An essential function of transactional instructors is to also set standards that
reflect ineffective student performance and corrective actions may include punishment.
According to Bass and Avolio, full-range leaders use this style of leadership when
required but focus on using transformational leadership styles whenever likely.
Transactional leadership behaviors inspire a shared vision in which the instructor
provides students with assistance in exchange for their efforts (Bass and Avolio, 2004).
One of the key behaviors displayed by instructors it that instructors must recognize when
students have achieved the goals set forth. Furthermore, this core component of
transactional leadership requires the instructor to recognize when students have achieved
the set goal and provide a reward. The instructor must inform students of what to expect
once a goal is achieved. Thus a transaction has occurred. Instructors are also aware of the
mistakes that students make and must corrective them. This behavior requires instructors
to keep track of all mistakes and errors made by students.
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Figure 5. Comparison of MS Community College Student Scores with MLQ Universal
Norms for Transactional Leadership

*Not at all = 0, Once in a while = 1, Sometimes = 2, Fairly often = 3, and Frequently if not always = 4

Mississippi Community College Instructors and Students’ Impressions of PassiveAvoidant Behaviors
Finally, based on the ratings provided by a sample of MS community college
students (n = 41), the perceived leadership style of instructors of a course in which
student voluntarily withdrew with the lowest average rating was passive-avoidant (M =
1.19, SD = 0.79) (see Table 25). Passive-avoidant behaviors are comprised of
management-by-exception, passive (MBEP) and laissez-faire (LF). According to the
Research Validated Benchmark, the ideal frequency for MBEP and LF should be
between 0 and 1.0. This rating indicates that students “not at all” to “once in a while”
perceive instructors of voluntarily withdrawn courses to exhibit passive-avoidant
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behaviors. The results of this study indicate a rating of 1.19 or approximately 1 for
passive-avoidant behaviors leadership scales which is above the MLQ Universal Norm
(see Figure 6). See Table 25 aggregate scores of how students in MS community colleges
perceived the frequency of behaviors exhibited by instructors of courses in which
students voluntarily withdrew.
Passive-Avoidant Behaviors.
According to the literature, passive-avoidant behaviors tend to indicate that a
leader is ineffective and performs poorly. In contrast, the Full Range Leadership model
suggests that every leader displays each style to some extent. It is suggested by
researchers that passive-avoidant should be used the least. Passive-avoidant behaviors
include instructors who don’t respond to situations methodically. Among the various
leadership styles measured by the MLQ, passive-avoidant behaviors have a negative
effect on student outcomes of extra effort in the classroom, perceived effectiveness of the
instructor, and satisfaction with the instructor. Instructors who exhibit passive-avoidant
behaviors wait for an issue to arise before providing corrective actions. Another behavior
was identified in regard to the leader avoiding involvement. In contrast to
transformational and transactional leadership, passive-avoidant instructors don’t offer
students a shared vision, don’t provide feedback, and don’t work towards their students’
satisfaction. Whereas transformational instructors display their power and confidence,
passive-avoidant instructors are essentially non-leaders and do not respond to situations
in a systematic manner. Furthermore, they avoid making decisions and are described as
being absent when needed by students.
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Figure 6. Comparison of MS Community College Student Scores with MLQ Universal
Norms for Passive-Avoidant Behaviors

*Not at all = 0, Once in a while = 1, Sometimes = 2, Fairly often = 3, and Frequently if not always = 4

Analysis of Research Question 5
The objective of research question five was to determine the extent to which
instructor leadership was associated with students’ motivation to persist in a course. In
addition to the MLQ rater form, students were asked to complete the motivation section
of the MSLQ that consisted of 31 items. Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) was used
to determine the degree to which instructor leadership, assessed by the MLQ, was
associated with students’ motivation to persist in a course, measured by the MSLQ. The
group means for the MLQ and MSLQ are provided in Table 27 and Table 28
respectively.
Specification for all models is supported by literature regarding transformational
leadership and student retention. Based on Bass’ theory of transformational leadership
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and Tinto’s Interactionalists theory, a model was specified for each leadership style (see
Figures 7, 8, and 9). The models tested the association between each MLQ leadership
style, transformational, transactional, and passive-avoidant, with students’ motivation to
persist in a course. Fit indices were used to evaluate each hypothesized model’s fit to the
data and included χ2, CFI, TLI, RMSEA, and SRMR (see Table 28).

Table 27 Student MLQ Group Means for Instructor Leadership Styles
Leadership Style
Transformational

Transactional

Passive-Avoidant

Study Variables
Idealized Attribute (IA)

M
2.89

SD
1.01

Idealized Behaviors (IB)

2.34

0.76

Inspirational Motivation (IM)

2.97

1.04

Intellectual Stimulation (IS)

2.71

1.00

Individual Consideration (IC)

2.78

1.06

Contingent Reward (CR)

2.90

0.90

Mgmt by Except (Active) (MBEA)

2.04

0.66

Mgmt by Except (Passive) (MBEP) 1.54

0.66

Laissez-Faire (LF)

0.96

(N = 95)
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0.92

Table 28 Student MSLQ Group Means for Motivation to Persist in a Course
Three Dimensions of
Motivation
Value Components

Expectancy Components

Affective Components

Study Variables

M

SD

Intrinsic Goal Orientation

5.22

1.34

Extrinsic Goal Orientation

5.82

1.10

Task Value

5.74

1.25

Control Beliefs Learning
Self-Efficacy Learning &
Performance

5.46

1.22

5.71

1.21

Test Anxiety

4.56

1.40

(N = 95)

Table 29 SEM Fit Indices for Instructor Leadership and Motivation to Persist Models
Models
Transformational
Transactional
Passive Avoidant
Cut-off for good fit

Model Fit Indices
χ2
p = 0.0175
p = 0.2482
p = 0.1066

CFI
0.972
0.987
0.973

TLI
0.959
0.978
0.949

RMSEA
0.076
0.047
0.076

SRMR
0.069
0.05
0.075

p value > 0.05

> 0.90

> 0.90

< 0.08

< 0.08

Transformational Model Fit, Standardized Model Results, and Variance Explained
The hypothesized transformational model’s fit to the data was determined by chisquare, CFI, TLI, RMSEA, and SRMR (see Table 29). The chi-square test indicated that
the alternative transformational model is a better fit than the original model. The
absolute/predictive fit of the model, as determined by chi-square, was significant. This
indicates a less than ideal model fit and that the expected and observed data do not match.
However, the comparative fit index (CFI = 0.993) and the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI =
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0.998) both specify a near perfect fit between the model and the observed data.
Additionally, SRMR indicated that the model was a good fit and RMSEA suggested that
the transformational model was a moderate fit.
The hypothesized transformational model indicates that students’ impressions of
transformational leadership behaviors displayed by instructors have a direct effect on
students’ motivation to persist in a course. All standardized beta coefficients and their pvalues were statistically significant, p < .01 except for test anxiety (Tanx) (see Table 30).
The MSLQ authors, Pintrich, Smith, García, & McKeachie, (1991), suggest that the
affective component, test anxiety, is negatively related to academic performance in
addition to expectancies. The authors also suggest that test anxiety is believed to be
comprised of two components, worry and emotional. The worry component is related to
students’ negative ideas that interfere with academic performance. The emotional
component is associated with affective and biological stimulation aspects of anxiety
(Pintrich, Smith, García, & McKeachie, 1991).
Overall, students’ impression of instructors who exhibit transformational
leadership behaviors contributed 50% to students’ motivation to persist in a course.
Among the study variables, inspirational motivation (IM) and idealized attributes (IA)
had the greatest effect on students’ motivation to persist in a course. IM had the most
direct effect on students motivation to persist among the study variables (β = .91, p
<.001). IM is displayed by instructors when they motivate and encourage students by
providing challenging and meaningful tasks. Instructors encourage students to visualize a
clear goal. Instructors also inspire confidence and feeling or purpose as students work
towards their goal. The transformational model also suggests that instructors who exhibit
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behaviors associated with idealized attributes (IA), such as building trust in students,
instilling power and pride in students and by instructors is positively associated with
student persistence in courses (β = .91, p < .001). Overall, the hypothesized model
supports prior research studies that indicate that there is a positive association between
transformational leadership and student persistence in courses (β= .50, p < .001).

Figure 7. Structural model for the associations between transformational leadership and
students’ motivation to persist in a course.

158

Table 30 Standardized Coefficients for Study Variables in the Transformational Model
Variable

β

SE

Est./SE

Transformational Leadership

IA
IB
IM
IS
IC

0.906
0.808
0.94
0.868
0.889

0.023
0.039
0.018
0.028
0.028

39.224
20.708
53.529
30.509
32.01

PValue
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

Motivation to Persist

INTR
EXTR
TSKV
CONT
SLFEF
TANX

0.852
0.276
0.866
0.617
0.605
0.135

0.046
0.102
0.045
0.074
0.073
0.109

18.671
2.699
19.161
8.374
8.232
1.248

0.000
0.007
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.212

Relationship

MSLQ on
Leader

0.495

0.09

5.487

0.000

The coefficient of determination (R2) indicates a very weak relationship among
the study variables (see Table 31). The relationships proposed in the hypothesized model
explain only 25% of the variance in students’ motivation to persist in a course. Among
the dependent variables, test anxiety (TANX) explained the lowest amount of variance in
the model (R2 = .018) and was not statistically significant (p = .53). Likewise, extrinsic
goal orientation (EXTR) explained only 8% of the variance and was not statistically
significant (p = .177). Even though r-squared is low, the observed variables are
statistically significant except for TANX and EXTR. The results demonstrated that
instructors who exhibit transformational leadership behaviors had a positive direct effect
on students’ motivation to persist in a course.
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Table 31 Percentage of Variance Explained in the Hypothesized Transformational
Model.
Variable

R2

SE

Est./SE

P-Value

Observed

IA
IB
IM
IS
IC
INTR
EXTR
TSKV
CONT
SLFEF
TANX

0.820
0.653
0.883
0.754
0.790
0.726
0.076
0.750
0.380
0.366
0.018

0.042
0.063
0.033
0.049
0.049
0.078
0.057
0.078
0.091
0.089
0.029

19.612
10.354
26.765
15.255
16.005
9.336
1.350
9.580
4.187
4.116
0.624

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.177
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.533

Latent

MSLQ

0.245

0.089

2.744

0.006

Transactional Model Fit, Standardized Model Results, and Variance Explained
The chi-square test was nonsignificant which indicated that the hypothesized
transactional model fit the data (χ2 (16, N=95) = 19.405, p = 0.2482). Both CFI (0.987)
and TLI (0.978) indicated a near perfect model fit. Likewise, both RMSEA (0.047) and
SRMR (0.05) suggested good model fit. Among the three hypothesized models, in the
hypothesized transactional model, instructors who display transactional behaviors
contributed 63% to students’ motivation to persist in a course.
The hypothesized transactional model shows that instructors who exhibit
behaviors associated with transactional leadership have a positive direct effect on
students’ motivation to persist in a course. All standardized beta coefficients and their pvalues were statistically significant, p < .01 except for test anxiety (Tanx) (see Table 32).
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Figure 8. Structural model for the associations between transactional leadership and
students’ motivation to persist in a course.

Table 32 Standardized Coefficients for Study Variables in the Transactional Model

Transactional
Leadership

Variable
CR
MBEA

Motivation to INTR
Persist
EXTR
TSKV
CONT
SLFEF
TANX

β
0.878
0.51

SE
Est./SE
0.12
7.332
0.102
4.993

0.839
0.28
0.883
0.603
0.595
0.138

0.047
0.102
0.044
0.076
0.075
0.108

17.776
2.749
19.989
7.957
7.924
1.273

0.000
0.006
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.203

0.633

0.11

5.768

0.000

P-Value
0.000
0.000

Relationship
MSLQ on Transactional
Leader

R-square indicates a low relationship among the study variables (see Table 33).
The low relationships proposed in the hypothesized model explain only 40% of the
variance in students’ motivation to persist in a course. Among the dependent variables,
161

test anxiety (TANX) explained the lowest amount of variance in the model (R2 = .019)
and was not statistically significant (p = .52). Likewise, TANX also explained the lowest
amount of variance in the hypothesized transformational model. Among the variables
associated with transactional leadership, contingent reward (CR) explained more variance
(R2 = .772) than management-by-exception active (MBEA) (R2 = .26). Both CR (p <
.001) and MBEA (p = .013) were statistically significant. The results demonstrated that
instructors who exhibit transactional leadership behaviors had a positive direct effect on
students’ motivation to persist in a course. The hypothesized transactional model was a
better predictor of students’ motivation to persist in a course among the three
hypothesized models. This model also explained more variance in student’s motivation to
persist than the transformational and passive-avoidant models.

Table 33 Percentage of Variance Explained in the Hypothesized Transactional Model.
Variable
CR
MBEA
INTR
EXTR
Observed
TSKV
CONT
SLFEF
TANX
Latent

MSLQ

R2
0.772
0.260
0.703
0.079
0.779
0.364
0.354
0.019

SE
0.210
0.104
0.079
0.057
0.078
0.092
0.089
0.030

Est./SE
3.666
2.497
8.888
1.374
9.995
3.978
3.962
0.637

P-Value
0.000
0.013
0.000
0.169
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.524

0.400

0.139

2.884

0.004

Passive Avoidant Model Fit, Standardized Model Results, and Variance Explained
The original passive-avoidant model received a warning from MPlus in regard to
the laissez-faire (LF) variable. Therefore the model was modified by removing the LF
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variable. The chi-square test of model fit, for the alternative model, indicated that the pvalue was not statistically significant and the model does not fit (χ2 (11, N=95) = 17.043,
p = 0.1066). CFI and TLI both fit well with values greater than 0. 93. SRMR (0.075) and
RMSEA (0.076) indicate that the model was a moderate fit (see Table 28).
Among all three hypothesized models, the passive-avoidant model was none
statistically significant. Students’ impressions of instructors who exhibited MBEP had a
direct negative effect on students’ motivation to persist in a course (R2 = -0.048) (see
Table 34). Additionally the r-square statistic for the latent variable, MSLQ, was none
statistically significant (R2 = .002, P = .829).
Figure 9. Structural model for the associations between passive-avoidant leadership
(MBEP) and students’ motivation to persist in a course.
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Table 34 Standardized Coefficients for Study Variables in the Passive-Avoidant Model
Variable
Passive-Avoidant
INTR
Behaviors
EXTR
TSKV
CONT
SLFEF
TANX
Motivation to Persist

MBEP

β
0.696
0.268
0.638
0.807
0.787
0.126

SE
0.065
0.107
0.072
0.054
0.060
0.119

Est./SE
10.785
2.515
8.875
15.053
13.081
1.062

P-Value
0.000
0.012
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.288

-0.048

0.112

-0.432

0.666

Table 35 Percentage of Variance Explained in the Passive-Avoidant Model
Variable

R2

SE

Est./SE

P-Value

Observed

INTR
EXTR
TSKV
CONT
SLFEF
TANX

0.485
0.072
0.408
0.652
0.619
0.016

0.090
0.057
0.092
0.087
0.095
0.030

5.392
1.257
4.438
7.527
6.540
0.531

0.000
0.209
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.595

Latent

MSLQ

0.002

0.011

0.216

0.829

Summary of the Results for Instructor Leadership and Motivation to Persist in a Course
Among a sample of community college students (N = 95), impressions of
leadership behaviors exhibited by instructors was evaluated using the Multifactor
Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ). Additionally, students also used the Motivated
Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ) to determine their motivation for
persisting in a course. The relationship between each perceived leadership style of
community college instructors (transformational, transactional, and passive-avoidant) and
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students’ motivation to persist in a course were analyzed by structural equation modeling.
Among the tested models, the transactional model had a positive direct effect on students’
motivation to persist (β= .63, p < .001). Additionally, the hypothesized transactional
model explained 40% of the variance in students’ motivation to persist. Students’
impressions of their instructor’s leadership characteristics also indicated that
transformational traits have a direct effect on their intentions to persist in a course.
Contrarily, passive-avoidant leadership behaviors have a negative effect on students’
motivation to persist.
Analysis of Research Question 6
Mississippi community college instructors completed a self-rater questionnaire
(MLQ 5X Leader Form) to determine their leadership style. Data was collected from fulltime and adjunct instructors. Surveyed instructors evaluated how frequently they engaged
in certain leadership behaviors and exhibited certain attributes toward their students. The
sample consisted of 51 instructors. The MLQ scoring key was used to calculate group
means (see Table 36) for instructors to address the following research question:
RQ6: What is the leadership style of community college instructors as
determined by the instructor?
Table 36 Instructor MLQ Self-Rater Group Means for their Leadership Characteristic
Leadership Styles
and Outcomes of
Leadership
Transformational
Leadership

Full Range Leadership Model
Style Labels

M

SD

Min.

Max.

Idealized Attribute (IA)

3.13

0.54

1.75

4

Idealized Behaviors (IB)

3.12

0.63

1.25

4

Inspirational Motivation (IM)

3.39

0.59

2

4
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(Table Continued)
Leadership Styles
and Outcomes of
Leadership

Transactional
Leadership

Passive-Avoidant
Behaviors

Outcomes of
Leadership

Full Range Leadership Model
Style Labels

M

SD

Min.

Max.

Intellectual Stimulation (IS)

3.15

0.64

1.25

4

Individual Consideration (IC)
Total Mean for
Transformational

3.47

0.50

2

4

3.25

.46

1..85

3.95

Contingent Reward (CR)
Mgmt by Except (Active)
(MBEA)

3.30

0.56

1.75

4

1.81

0.83

0

4

Total Mean for Transactional

2.55

.53

1.38

4

Mgmt by Except (Passive)
(MBEP)

1.02

0.67

0

3

Laissez-Faire (LF)

0.66

0.55

0

2

Total Mean for PassiveAvoidant

0.84

.55

0

2.50

Extra Effort (EE)

3.20

.60

1.67

4

Effectiveness (EFF)

3.35

.63

1.50

4

Satisfaction (SAT)

3.44

.50

2.00

4

(N = 51), Not at all = 0, Once in a while = 1, Sometimes = 2, Fairly often = 3, and Frequently if not always = 4

Mississippi Community College Instructors’ Group Report for Leadership Styles
The group report provides the calculated and summarized average MLQ self-rater
scores for instructors. The MLQ measures a full range of leadership styles. The three
comprehensive categories of leadership styles are comprised of transformational
leadership, transactional leadership, and passive-avoidant behavior. Additionally, the
MLQ measures three Outcomes of Leadership which are extra effort (EE), effectiveness
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(EFF), and satisfaction (SAT). Mississippi’s community college instructor group ratings
will be compared to the MLQ Universal Self-Rater Norms (N = 3,375).
Transformational Leadership Instructors’ Group Report
Among a sample of community college instructors (n = 51), the leadership style
with the highest group average was transformational (M = 3.25, SD = .46) (see Table 35).
Based on the Research Validated Benchmark, the group frequency ratings for each of the
five transformational leadership scales should be a “fairly often” rating of 3 or more. A
rating of 3 or more indicates that instructors “fairly often” perceive themselves to exhibit
characteristics and behaviors associated with transformational leadership rather than
transactional or passive-avoidant. Mississippi community college instructors had a group
frequency rating of 3.15 or greater for all transformational leadership scales. As
compared to the MLQ Universal Self Norms for each component of transformational
leadership, Mississippi community college instructors rated themselves higher than the
norm. The groups’ small standard deviation (SD = .46) suggest that there was a high
level of agreement among ratings.
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Figure 10. Comparison of MS Community College Group Scores with MLQ Universal
Self Norms for Transformational Leadership

*Not at all = 0, Once in a while = 1, Sometimes = 2, Fairly often = 3, and Frequently if not always = 4

Transactional Leadership Instructors’ Group Report
Among a sample of community college instructors, the average group score for
perceived transactional leadership was 2.47 with a standard deviation of 0.76 (see Table
35). Transactional leadership consists of contingent reward – CR and management-byexception active - MBEA. The average group frequency rating for CR (M = 3.3, SD =
.56) and MBEA (M = 1.81, SD = .83) was higher than the norm (see Figure 11).
According to the Research Validated Benchmark, the average frequency for CR should
be between “sometimes” and “fairly often” (2.0 – 3.0). This rating indicates that
instructors “sometimes ” to “fairly often” see themselves exhibiting behaviors in their
classroom that are associated with rewarding students for achievement. Instructors also
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reward students for their efforts and provide recognition when goals are met. The
Research Validated Benchmark also suggests that the average frequency for MBEA
should be between “once in a while” and “sometimes” (1.0 – 2.0). This rating indicates
that instructors “once in a while” to “sometimes” envision themselves exhibiting
transactional leadership behaviors in their classroom that are associated with providing
compliance standards and may often involve punishment for being out of compliance
with those stands. MBEA requires instructors to monitor, record, and correct mistakes or
deviations from compliance standards. The results of this study show that on average,
instructors rated themselves as more transactional than the MLQ normative sample (see
Figure 11).

Figure 11. Comparison of MS Community College Group Scores with MLQ Universal
Self Norms for Transactional

*Not at all = 0, Once in a while = 1, Sometimes = 2, Fairly often = 3, and Frequently if not always = 4
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Passive-Avoidant Behaviors Instructors’ Group Report
Based on the group ratings provided by a sample of MS community college
instructors (N = 51), the average group rating was the lowest for passive-avoidant (M =
.84, SD = 0.55) (see Table 35). Passive-avoidant behaviors are comprised of
management-by-exception, passive (MBEP) and laissez-faire (LF). According to the
Research Validated Benchmark, the ideal frequency for MBEP and LF should be “not at
all” and “once in a while” (0 – 1.0). This rating indicates that instructors “not at all” to
“once in a while” exhibit passive-avoidant behaviors. The results of this study indicate
that group average for MBEP (M = 1.02, SD = .67) was less than the norm (M = 1.07, SD
= .62). Essentially, instructors on average were less passive and less reactive than the
norm. MBEP suggests that instructors wait for issues to arise in class before taking
corrective measures. Additionally, the corrective actions are more than likely punitive.
Laissez-faire (LF) group means indicate that Mississippi community college instructors
exhibited characteristics associated with avoiding involvement and refusing to accept
responsibilities that are part of their position as instructor leaders. Consequently, LF is
also defined by the MLQ as non- leadership. The passive-avoidant behaviors related to
MBEP and LF have a negative effect on the desired outcomes of instructors generating
extra effort from students, providing efficient and effective instruction, and generating
satisfaction among their students.

170

Figure 12. Comparison of MS Community College Group Scores with MLQ Universal
Self Norms for Passive-Avoidant Behaviors

*Not at all = 0, Once in a while = 1, Sometimes = 2, Fairly often = 3, and Frequently if not always = 4

Outcomes of Leadership for the Instructor Group Report
Mississippi community college instructors reported higher ratings than the MLQ
normative sample for all outcomes (EE, EFF, and SAT). Both transformational and
transactional leadership are related to positive student outcomes. Community college
instructors perceive themselves to generate more extra effort (EE) in their students than
the norm. This extra effort means that students attempt to achieve more than what is
required of them in the classroom. Instructors are also able to be efficient in their
productivity. These instructors are able to meet the college’s organizational objectives in
an efficient and effective manner. Instructors are also able to generate greater satisfaction
in their students. Some of the characteristics associated with instructors who generate
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greater satisfaction are being nurturing, honest, and exhibiting exceptional interpersonal
skills and social skills.

Figure 13. Comparison of MS Community College Outcome Scores with MLQ
Universal Outcome Norms

*Not at all = 0, Once in a while = 1, Sometimes = 2, Fairly often = 3, and Frequently if not always = 4

Summary of the Results
Scholars of previous transformational leadership research studies suggested that
future studies should test the relationships that were examined in university settings
against other educational settings. Overall, the findings of this study support prior
research regarding the theory of transformational leadership in higher education
classrooms. Furthermore, the findings provide support to transformational leadership in a
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community college setting. Additionally, the direct and positive effects of instructor
leadership on the outcomes of leadership (EE, EFF, and SAT) were supported in the
classrooms of Mississippi community colleges. There was a positive relationship between
impressions of transformational leadership of instructors and reported extra effort of
students, students’ reports of instructor effectiveness, and students’ satisfaction with the
instructor in the classroom of community colleges. The results of this study support the
notion that instructors who exhibit transformational leadership characteristics and
behaviors may have a positive effect on students’ motivation to persist in a course.
The findings of this study regarding course persistence provide insight from the
perspectives of both students and instructors. The results reveal potential reasons why
students voluntarily withdraw from courses in addition to the leadership characteristics of
the instructors who taught the withdrawn courses. Overall, the perceived leadership style
of instructors who taught the courses from which students voluntarily withdrew was
transformational. These students also indicated that a major reason for withdrawing was
due to grade or course load related issues and not instructor related issues. Furthermore,
the withdrawn courses were indicated by students to be required for their major or
program. Instructor related reasons for withdrawing were among the lowest ranked
reasons for influencing a student’s decision to voluntarily withdraw. Students also
indicated that they would enroll in the same class again with the same instructor. Students
who indicated that they voluntarily withdrew from a course also provided other reasons
for withdrawing via an open-ended item. The most frequently cited reason was related to
personal/family or medical related reasons. Instructors also indicated, via an open-ended
question, that personal/family or medical related reasons were most frequently cited as
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potential reasons for contributing to a student’s decision to voluntarily withdraw. Among
the three leadership styles, instructors who exhibited transactional leadership
characteristics contributed the most toward student’s motivation to persist. Instructors
who exhibit these behaviors contributed 63% to students’ motivation to persist in a
course as compared to transformational (50%). Passive-avoidant behaviors had a direct
negative effect on students’ motivation to persist in a course and were not statistically
significant.
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CHAPTER V – DISCUSSION
The purpose of this study was to determine if the findings of previous
transformational leadership research translate to the student populations of community
colleges. A second goal was to add to the existing body of knowledge concerning the
association between student persistence/withdrawal from a course and transformational
classroom leadership in higher educational settings. Additionally, another objective was
to gather preliminary data in order to determine if the findings of this study were
applicable to universities within the region.
The research questions guided the methodology for identifying the target
population, sampling method, instrument selection, research design, procedures, and data
analysis. The study was guided by the following research hypotheses and research
questions. Among a sample of community colleges:
RH1: There is a positive relationship between impressions of transformational
leadership of instructors and reported extra effort of students in the
classroom of community colleges.
RH2: There is a positive relationship between impressions of transformational
leadership of instructors and students’ reports of instructor effectiveness in
the classroom of community colleges.
RH3: There is a positive relationship between impressions of transformational
leadership of instructors and student satisfaction with the instructor in the
classroom of community colleges?
RQ4: Among students who voluntarily withdrew from a course, what were the
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characteristics/leadership behaviors exhibited by the instructor of the
dropped course?
RQ5: To what degree is instructor leadership related to students’ motivation to
persist in a course?
RQ6: What is the leadership style of community college instructors as
determined by the instructor?
Within the Mississippi community college system, four out of 15 community
colleges participated in the study. Both students and instructors were invited to
participate in the study regarding transformational leadership and student persistence in
courses. A sample of 232 students participated in the study. Additionally, different
subsets of the student sample were used to address various research hypotheses and
questions. Depending on students’ educational characteristics and their responses to items
on the questionnaire, select cases were utilized for analysis. The instructor participants
were comprised of 51 full-time and part-time instructors who taught academic courses or
career technical courses.
Discussion of the Findings
The findings of previous transformational leadership studies do translate to the
diverse student population of community colleges. Many of the earlier studies about
transformational leadership in higher education were able to fill the gap in research by
generalizing the value of this type of leadership from an organizational context to a
classroom setting. Among the higher education institutions sampled in prior studies,
primarily university settings were sampled in which undergraduate and/or graduate
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students comprised the population. Furthermore, transformational leadership was
applicable in online environments. Transformational leadership studies were even
examined internationally. Many of these studies included limitations in regard to the lack
of generalizability to other classroom settings, such as community colleges (Bolkan,
2015; Bolkan & Goodboy, 2009; 2010; 2011; Bolkan, Goodboy, and Griffin, 2011; Cerda
& Hernandez, 2012; Daniels & Goodboy, 2014; Fredendall, Robbins, & Moore, 2011;
Harvey, Royal, & Stout, 2003; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000; Myers, Goodboy, & et al.,
2014; Noland & Richards, 2014; Pounder, 2006; 2008a; 2008b).
Effective classroom leadership has a positive relationship between student
achievement, attitude, and motivation to persist in a course or withdraw. Tinto (1993)
suggested that classroom experiences play a critical role in the intent of students to
persevere. Research has shown that effective classroom instruction not only has a
positive relationship on student learning outcomes, but also has a positive association on
a student’s decision to persist or depart from a course (Pascarella, Seifert, & Whitt,
2008).
Tinto’s Interactionalist Theory suggests that students who have positive
interactions with faculty within the formal and informal educational settings are more
likely to persist. Interactions and contact with faculty inside and outside the classroom is
integral in creating a sense of belonging for students. Therefore, students who become
integrated into the academic and social settings within higher education are more likely to
persist in college. This study provides support to the notion that instructors who exhibit
transformational, in addition to transactional leadership behaviors have a positive direct
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effect on students’ motivation to persist in a course. Therefore, the quality and type of
interactions that occur between student and teacher promote academic success.
Instructors who display passive-avoidant behaviors have a negative effect on students’
motivation to persist. This study offers insight into the role of instructor leadership in
students’ motivation to persist in or depart from courses, in addition to exploring this
relationship through the lens of community college students and instructors.
Findings for Research Hypothesis One, Two, and Three
The findings of the study support research hypothesis one, two, and three. There
is a positive association between transformational leadership and the outcomes of
leadership. Students’ impressions of instructor transformational leadership have a direct
effect on the extra effort of students, effectiveness of the instructor, and satisfaction with
the instructor in the classroom of community colleges. The study confirms that
Mississippi community college instructors were perceived by students to exhibit
transformational leadership traits in their classrooms. Furthermore, the findings of this
study are in line with the findings of previous research which suggest that there is a
positive association between transformational leadership and the outcomes of leadership
as seen in other higher educational settings.
According to studies by Bass and Avolio that utilized the MLQ, transformational
leadership scales were highly and positively correlated with all criterion variables such as
EE, EFF, and SAT. Structural equation modeling indicated the proposed transformational
leadership model does fit the data for this study. Transformational leadership contributed
95% to the outcomes of EE, EFF, and SAT. The findings of this study suggest that
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students who perceive their instructors to exhibit characteristics associated with
transformational leadership are more likely to provide extra effort in the classroom,
which is associated with increased academic performance. Surveyed students and
instructors indicated that grade related reasons were influential on students’ decision to
voluntarily withdraw from courses. Therefore, if students are guided by an instructor who
provides efficient and effective leadership, then students may exhibit extra effort on
assignments and tasks. Extra effort occurs when students attempt to achieve more than
what is expected or required of them in the classroom. This outcome of leadership is one
of the direct effects of a transformational leadership style. Extra effort essentially
increases students’ desire to be successful and heightens their willingness to work harder
to achieve their goals.
Instructors who demonstrate transformational leadership traits also have a direct
and positive relationship on the way students perceive them to be effective. Effectiveness
is the outcome of leadership that is associated with instructors, not only being efficient in
the classroom, but efficient in meeting the college’s goals and objectives. These
instructors are productive and also produce higher efficiency in their students. Studies
posit that instructors could be trained to increase the effectiveness of their leadership
skills (Bass, 1985; Burns, 1978, Norr & Crittenden, 1975). Mississippi community
college students “fairly often” perceive their instructors to be effective. The findings of
this study indicate that transformational leadership is a positive predictor of effectiveness.
Instructors who show transformational leadership characteristics also generate
satisfaction among their students. The results of previous studies indicated that
179

transformational leadership was positively correlated with student satisfaction with the
instructor (Bolger, Caspi, & Roccas, 2013; Harrison, 2011). Students who view their
instructors as transformational leaders associate satisfaction with the behaviors of being
nurturing, honest, and authentic. Additionally, these instructors have excellent
interpersonal and social skills. Among the three outcomes of leadership, satisfaction
explained the most variance (91%). Satisfaction with the instructor also contributed 95%
to the outcome of leadership. Surveyed students indicated that they were satisfied with
their instructors’ methods of working with them in the classroom.
Tinto (1975, 1993) suggested that student departure is often related to students’
feelings of seclusion and a lack of connectivity with the culture of the college. He
suggested that student departure is due to a failure of the institution in creating a sense of
belonging for the student through social and academic integration. Tinto proposed that
the more students are integrated into these systems, the greater the degree of commitment
to graduation. Instructors who are able to generate extra effort from their students,
increase efficiency in their students’ performance, and generate satisfaction among
students are able to create a sense of belonging for students in the academic settings of
higher education.
The 5 I’s of transformational leadership (IA, IB, IM, IS, and IC) have a positive
direct relationship on the extra effort of students, effectiveness of the instructor, and
student satisfaction. Transformational instructors show idealized attributes (IA) and
display charisma. They are respected and admired by students. These instructors instill
pride in students, exhibit a sense of power and confidence, and place the needs of their
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students above their own. Consequently, the findings of the study reveal that IA
contributed 94% to transformational leadership than any other measure.
Inspirational motivation and individual consideration also contributed,
significantly, to the model. The findings of the study also suggest that instructors who
displayed inspirational motivation contributed 92% to predicting transformational
leadership. The literature suggests that these instructors are able to motivate students by
providing significant and challenging assignments and tasks. These instructors are able to
help students envision a positive outlook for themselves and the college. Moreover,
individual consideration predicted 91.5% to transformational leadership. Instructors
allocate time to teaching and coaching students. Instructors are able to recognize that
each student has different needs and are able to develop the individual strengths of their
students. Consequently, students develop higher levels of potential.
The findings of the study also revealed that idealized behaviors and intellectual
stimulation had the lowest relationship with transformational leadership. Intellectual
stimulation is concerned with encouraging students to be innovative and creative when
reframing problems and looking at old situations in new ways. The results of the study
showed that intellectual stimulation contributed 97% to predicting transformational
leadership. However, idealized behaviors only contributed 78% to predicting
transformational leadership. Overall, the study revealed that there is a direct and positive
association between students’ impressions of instructor transformational leadership and
the outcomes of leadership that consists of extra effort of students, effectiveness of
instructors, and students’ satisfaction with instructors in Mississippi community colleges.
181

Findings for Research Question Four
The purpose of research question four was to determine the leadership style,
characteristics, and behaviors exhibited by the instructors of classes in which students
voluntarily withdrew. Research question four was exploratory and did not require
hypothesis testing. The findings of this research question were unanticipated. It was
expected that students who voluntarily withdrew would indicate that their instructors
displayed passive-avoidant behaviors. These behaviors have a negative relationship with
course persistence; therefore students would more likely withdraw from a course. It was
assumed that students would not voluntarily withdraw if instructors displayed
transformational leadership characteristics.
A subset of 41 students indicated that they perceived the instructors who taught a
course in which they voluntarily withdrew, exhibited a transformational leadership style
with a group average of 2.70. Students, on average, rated these instructors as “fairly
often” exhibiting traits associated with transformational leadership. Additionally, the
surveyed students indicated that these instructors “sometimes”, with an average rating of
2.47, exhibit characteristics associated with transactional leadership. However, in regard
to passive-avoidant behaviors, students rated the instructors as “not at all” to “once in a
while” displaying passive-avoidant behaviors.
According to the literature, passive-avoidant behaviors indicate that a
leader/instructor is ineffective and performs poorly. Additionally, these behaviors have a
negative effect on the outcomes of leadership (EE, EFF, and SAT) (Bass & Avolio, 1995,
2000, 2004). Transformational leadership behaviors have a direct and positive effect on
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EE, EFF, and SAT. In theory, instructors of the withdrawn courses were expected to
exhibit passive-avoidant behaviors due to students voluntarily withdrawing from the
courses.
Upon further examination of the educational characteristics of students who
indicated that they voluntarily withdrew from a course, there were several factors that
provide insight as to why these students rated their instructors of the withdrawn course as
more transformational than passive-avoidant. Based on students’ response to an item that
inquired about reasons why they withdrew, the highest rated reasons were related to
grades and course load. Among the reasons provided, none were ranked as the most
influential with an average rating of 4. However, finance/financial aid related reasons
were the lowest rated reason for withdrawing with an average rating of 1.32. This
insinuated that finance had “no influence” on their decision to withdraw.
Another item asked students to rate reasons for withdrawal as major, minor, or not
a reason. Among the potential motives for withdrawal, “was doing poorly in the class”
and “course was too difficult for me” were rated as a “major reason.” Therefore it is
sensible to deduce that reasons related to poor academic performance/low grades were
the motives why students voluntarily withdrew. Surveyed students also indicated that
motives related to the instructor’s characteristics were not a reason to withdraw. Hall et
al. (2003) found that the number one reason students withdrew from a course was
because they were performing poorly in the course (grade related). Moreover, Hall et al.
stated that the second highest ranked reason for course withdrawal was due to the
characteristics of the instructor (Hall et al., 2003). An additional item asked students to
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indicate if they would retake the withdrawn course with the same instructor and 50%
indicated they probably/definitely would. Therefore it is also reasonable to assume that if
the instructor exhibited passive-avoidant behaviors, the majority of students would not
retake the same course again with the same instructor.
Approximately 51% of students indicated that they enrolled in the withdrawn
course to satisfy requirements for their major/program of study. In some cases, these
classes may serve as prerequisites and a certain grade must be earned in order for
students to advance to the next course in the sequence. English and mathematics were the
subject areas that had the highest withdrawal rate. These courses are required core
courses. Furthermore, there are a significant number of students who require
developmental education in the subject areas of English and mathematics (Rush, 2020).
Voluntary withdrawal from courses has a negative relationship with a student’s progress
to degree completion. Furthermore, courses that are required, first in a sequence, or a
developmental course could prolong the time to degree completion.
Among the subset of students who indicated that they withdrew from a course (n
= 41), 17 respondents provided other reasons for withdrawing via an open-ended item.
The 17 responses were coded into 13 categories. Personal/family (health and medical
related) had the highest frequency of responses. Grade related reasons contained the
second highest number of responses. Some responses were multi-faceted and were coded
into several categories. One of the students, when asked was there any other reason why
you voluntarily withdrew from a course, responded:
“Dealt with a lot of family loss through this semester and I lost my motivation
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to keep going. I fell into a spiral of depression, and when we moved to online,
everything went further downhill. It was doable until we went online. I
needed that hands on instruction. When that was taken away, I struggled too
much. Too much to the point that I had a lot to catch up on, and I just couldn’t
do it.”
In the study by Hall et al. (2003), the results of an open-ended item revealed that the fear
of losing scholarships (finance related) and personal (health or pregnancy related) were
reasons for withdrawing from a course. Interestingly, their study revealed that 210
respondents indicated, on an open-ended item, that they withdrew from a course due to
some type of dissatisfaction with the instructor. This was the most cited reason (19.0%)
for withdrawing. Dissatisfaction included a dislike for an instructor’s grading, teaching
method, and instructor’s attitude/behavior.
Overall, the same subset of students who voluntarily withdrew from a course (n =
41) perceived their instructors to exhibit transformational leadership characteristics, even
though they voluntarily withdrew from a course. Moreover, these students indicated the
primary reasons for withdrawing were due to grades and/or personal-family related
problems. In response to the COVID-19 pandemic, Mississippi community colleges
moved instruction to an online format. In the open-ended responses, students indicated
that online instruction was the reason for their withdrawal. Students responded that they
prefer face-to-face instruction for subjects such as English and mathematics, which were
the most frequently withdrawn courses. The full range of leadership model by Bass and
Avolio (1995, 2004), posit that leaders display all three styles of leadership with
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transformational and transactional having the most frequently displayed characteristics.
Additionally, the authors stated that passive-avoidant behaviors may be displayed at
times, although not as frequently.
Findings for Research Question Five
The objective of research question five was to determine the degree to which
instructor leadership was related to students’ motivation to persist in a course. A sample
of students (N = 95) rated the frequency to which instructors exhibited leadership
behaviors by completing 45 MLQ items. Additionally, these students completed 31
MSLQ items to determine their motivation for persisting in a course. SEM analysis was
to test the relationships among the study variables. Therefore, the model tested the
associations between each perceived leadership style of community college instructors
(transformational, transactional, and passive-avoidant) and students’ motivation to persist
in a course. Several fit indices indicated that the proposed models fit the data. The
findings provide an empirical base for the theoretical connections between instructor
leadership and students’ motivation to persist in courses.
The findings of research question five revealed unexpected associations between
instructor leadership styles and students’ motivation to persist. Based on the literature, it
was expected that having an instructor who exhibits characteristics associated with
transformational leadership would contribute more to predicting students’ motivation to
persist in a course. However, the findings of the study indicated that transactional
leadership contributed 63% to students’ motivation to persist in a course, whereas
transformational only contributed 50%. Moreover, transactional leadership was able to
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explain 40% of the variance in the model, while transformational explained only 25%.
Among the three models, the hypothesized passive-avoidant model was not statistically
significant and had a direct negative effect on students’ motivation to persist in a course.
According to the literature, passive-avoidant behaviors have a tendency to
indicate that a leader is ineffective and performs poorly. In contrast, the Full Range
Leadership model suggests that every leader exhibits each style to some extent. It is
suggested by researchers that passive-avoidant tendencies should be used the least.
Passive-avoidant instructors don’t respond to situations methodically. Among the various
leadership styles measured by the MLQ, passive-avoidant behaviors have a negative
effect on student outcomes of leadership that extra effort in the classroom, perceived
effectiveness of the instructor, and satisfaction with the instructor. Instructors who exhibit
passive-avoidant characteristics wait for an issue to arise before providing corrective
actions. Another behavior consisted of the leader avoiding involvement. In contrast to
transformational and transactional leadership, passive-avoidant instructors don’t offer
students a shared vision, don’t provide feedback, and don’t work towards their students’
satisfaction. Whereas transformational instructors display their power and confidence,
passive-avoidant instructors are essentially non-leaders and do not respond to situations
in a systematic manner. Furthermore, they avoid making decisions and are described as
being absent when needed by students.
The research suggests that leaders, at some point, exhibit the full-range of
leadership styles that include transformational, transactional, and passive-avoidant
behaviors. The literature also suggests that transformational leadership in addition to
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transactional have a direct and positive effect on the outcomes of leadership. The
findings of this study reveal that among Mississippi community college students,
transactional leadership contributed more to students’ motivation to persist in a course
than did transformational leadership.
Transactional leadership consists of instructor behaviors associated with
constructive transactions (rewards success for students) and corrective transactions
(observes deviations and inaccuracies of students). Instructors who exhibit transactional
characteristics offer rewards for student achievement in addition to correcting the
mistakes of students. The literature suggests that these two, essential, behaviors or
transactions are associated with management functions in organizations (Bass and
Avolio, 2015). Instructors establish goals and set expectations for students. Once students
reach these goals, they are rewarded for achievement. Likewise, when expectations are
not met, transactional instructors take immediate actions to rectify the errors of students.
An essential function of transactional instructors is to also set standards that reflect
ineffective student performance. Furthermore, corrective actions may include
punishment. According to Bass and Avolio, full-range leaders use this style of leadership
when required but focus on using transformational leadership styles whenever likely.
Transactional leadership is measured by contingent reward and management-byexception (active). Whereas contingent reward was positively correlated with the
outcomes of EE, EFF, and SAT, management-by-exception (active) was slightly
correlated (Bass & Avolio, 1995, 2000, 2004). The findings of this study also suggest that
contingent reward explained 77.2% of the variance in the model, while management-by188

exception only explained 26%. The only other variable that explained as much variance
in the model was task value (77.9%). Task value is a predictor of students’ motivation to
persist.
Among the three leadership styles, transactional leadership is concerned with two
transactions. Constructive transaction offers rewards for achievement. Conversely,
corrective transactions require the leader to monitor mistakes and provide immediate
corrective measures. Surveyed students indicated that they perceived their instructors to
exhibit transactional leadership characteristics and these behaviors had contributed the
most on their motivation to persist in a course. Therefore, it is reasonable to infer that
task value, which is based on how interesting, important, and useful tasks are to students,
would be related to contingent reward. The findings of this study suggest that task value
and contingent reward were able to explain the most variance in the model. Among the
scales that measure motivation to persist, task value also contributed the (88%) to
predicting course persistence. Among the scales of transactional leadership, contingent
reward contributed 88% while management-by-exception only contributed 51 %.
Findings for Research Question Six.
The objective of research question six was to determine the leadership style of
Mississippi community college instructors. Research question six was exploratory and
did not require hypothesis testing. Instructors were asked to rate how often they exhibited
or engaged in certain behaviors on the MLQ self-rater questionnaire. Among a sample of
51 instructors, their MLQ group averages indicated that the group perceive themselves to

189

exhibit a transformational leadership style (M = 3.25, SD = .46). The mean for
transactional leadership was 2.55, while passive-avoidant had a group mean of 0.84.
As compared to the MLQ Universal Self Norms for transformational leadership,
Mississippi community college instructors revealed higher means for every scale of
transformational leadership. Among a sample of surveyed community college instructors,
the findings show that they were more transformational than the norm. Furthermore, the
scales of individual consideration and inspirational motivation had the highest averages.
As compared to the MLQ norms for IC, 70% of the normed population scored lower, and
only 30% scored higher than 3.5. Likewise, for IM, the findings indicate 65% of the
normed population scored lower than the sample of community college instructors.
In regard to transactional leadership, instructors had a group mean of 2.47. As
expected, passive-avoidant behaviors had a group mean of 0.84. Surveyed instructors
displayed a leadership style that was more transactional than the norm. According to a
sample of Mississippi community college students, their group report indicated that they
perceived their instructors to be transactional leaders. As compared to the MLQ norms
for transactional leadership, approximately 70% of the normed population scored less
than Mississippi community college instructors. Approximately 65% of the normative
population scored lower than surveyed instructors in regard to transactional leadership.
These findings lead the researcher to further contemplate if there are differences in
students’ impressions of instructor leadership in two-year colleges as compared to fouryear universities.
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Contingent reward and management-by-exception were two of the essential
behaviors related with management in a classroom. In regard to contingent reward,
instructors establish expectations for their students and provide recognition when students
meet those expectations. Instructors provide help to students in exchange for their efforts.
Additionally, instructors who exhibit contingent reward also inform students of what they
can expect to receive when expectations are met.
Management-by-exception (active) requires instructors to monitor the mistakes of
students and their deviations from the expectations established by contingent reward.
These instructors keep record of all slip-ups and immediately implement corrective
actions. Mississippi community college instructors scored higher than the norm for
MBEA. Approximately 65% of the normed population scored lower MBEA.
Additionally, SEM analysis indicated that transactional leadership contributes 63% to
students’ motivation to persist in a course. Based on the findings of this study, it is
reasonable to infer that instructors who display more of a transactional leadership style
will contribute more to student persistence in a course than a transformational leadership
style.
Overall, the group report for instructors suggest that transformational leadership
characteristics were exhibited by instructors and the scores were higher than MLQ norms
for each scale. Additionally, scores for transactional leadership were higher than the
MLQ norms. As compared to the MLQ Universal Outcome Norms, Mississippi
community college instructors scored higher for the outcomes of EE, EFF, and SAT. The
literature suggests that both transformational and transactional leadership are highly
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associated with student success. The findings of this study reveal that students perceived
their instructors to exhibit a transactional style of leadership. Furthermore, students
indicated that instructors who display transactional leadership characteristics contributed
more on their decision to persist in a course.
Limitations of the Study
Like most research, the findings of this study are not without limitations that must
be considered when reviewing and interpreting the results. The limitations of this study
include:
1. With the exception of four Mississippi community colleges, the remaining 11
colleges indicated that they would not participate in the study or did not
respond to emails requesting permission to conduct research. There were
several automatic email replies from CIRE representatives that stated the
college was closed due to COVID-19. Furthermore, there were automatic
replies that stated the college was closed for spring break. Other responses
from CIRE representatives stated that the college would not send out any
emails that are not directly related to operational updates to ensure that
students would not overlook the important information that was being shared
during the COVID-19 pandemic.
2. Due to the COVID-19 pandemic that resulted in traditional face-to-face
classes transitioning to online instruction, some colleges indicated they would
not participate in this study. During the data collection period, administrators,
students, and instructors were in the initial planning phases of implementing
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online instructional methods. Instructors were moving their classes to an
online format. This limitation also effected the sample size for students and
instructors.
3. This study was delimited to data collection occurring after the COVID-19
pandemic had begun. Due to circumstances beyond the researcher’s control in
regard to receiving approval from the CIRE committee chair, the intent of this
study was to collect data in February 2020 before the pandemic had affected
Mississippi community colleges.
4. There were 11 colleges that did not participate in the study. This resulted in a
small number of student participants. The sample size met the minimum
number of responses needed for SEM analysis. According to Bentler & Chou
(1987), a low ratio of 5 cases per variable would be sufficient when latent
variables have multiple indicators.
5. Students and instructors in the four participating community colleges were
surveyed during the COVID-19 pandemic. Consequently, the findings of this
study can only be generalized to the 15 colleges in the Mississippi community
college system. Additionally, responses to the survey may have been
influenced by each college’s state of affairs regarding the pandemic.
Implications for Higher Education Practice
The findings of this study lend itself to a few noteworthy practical considerations
for community colleges, instructors, and students. In an effort to improve completion and
graduation rates, this study yielded results that could potentially increase course
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persistence rates. This research confirms that transformational and transactional
leadership characteristics are related to students’ motivation to persist in a course.
Furthermore, previous studies involving transformational leadership in the classroom of
universities reveal a positive association on the outcomes of extra effort of students,
effectiveness of the instructor, and students’ satisfaction with the instructor. Likewise,
this study confirms the same positive relationships between transformational leadership
and EE, EFF, SAT, and course persistence. Therefore, community colleges may benefit
from investing and training instructors to increase the effectiveness of their leadership
skills. Johnson (2019) suggested that leadership skills were vital among all levels of
leadership within the college and are necessary to effectively manage higher education
institutions.
Several studies suggest that student departure from institutions is due to
inadequate academic performance; however, a significant majority of dropouts are due to
voluntarily withdrawal by students (Tinto, 1975). He attributes voluntary withdrawal to a
deficiency of personal integration into the intellectual and social settings of institutional
life. Even though Tinto’s theory applies to departure from higher education institutions,
community colleges may benefit by applying this theory to voluntary withdrawal from
courses. The classroom is the site for academic integration and social integration.
Students have an abundance of interactions with instructors within and outside of the
classroom. In earlier studies by Pascarella and Terenzini (1980), they presented data that
provided support to the relationship between academic and social integration and student
persistence. However, later studies indicated that academic integration was positively
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associated with the persistence of community college students, while social integration
was negatively associated with student persistence (Nora, Attinasi, & Matonak, 1989;
Mulligan & Hennessy, 1990; Halpin, 1990; and Bers & Smith, 1991). Institutions could
benefit by creating a culture that promotes the academic integration of students by means
of the classroom. According to Tinto, the classroom is suggested to be “fertile ground”
for the application of retention theory and research into practice. Instructors play a crucial
role in influencing the decision of students to voluntarily withdraw or persist.
There is a shortage of studies that examine voluntary student withdrawal from
courses (Dunwoody & Frank, 1995). Furthermore, the few studies that have examined
this problem have not focused on students’ reasons for voluntary course withdrawal. The
findings of this study suggest that in addition to grade related reasons, personal and
family related reasons play a significant role in withdrawal. Additionally, instructors also
indicated that personal and family reasons are related to students’ decision to withdraw.
Unfortunately, colleges are not able to control for personal/family related reasons for
withdrawal. However, colleges are able to control for grade or course related reasons.
Items on the questionnaires, including an open-ended item, all suggested that grade
related reasons, such as doing poorly in the class or not having the proper background for
the course, were influential on a students’ decision to withdraw. Furthermore, the top
two subject areas that students withdrew from were English and mathematics. These
courses often require a prerequisite or may be the first course in a sequence. Colleges
may improve persistence in these courses by providing resources to assist students, such
as tutoring or intervention programs once students identify that they are contemplating
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withdrawal. Open dialogue between the students, instructors, counselors, and academic
advisors is detrimental to recognizing that students may need additional resources to
persist in courses. Tinto (1987) suggested that teachers should be aware of reasons why
students withdraw from courses because the knowledge may provide them with a means
of improving course retention rates.
The most useful findings of this study indicate the vital role of instructors in
students’ motivation to persist. Instructors should be knowledgeable about their role in
academically integrating students into the culture of college. It is reasonable to deduce
that instructors who exhibit behaviors and characteristics associated with
transformational and transactional leadership may have a direct and positive effect on
their students. Instructors should be informed that the extra effort that students provide in
their classrooms, the effectiveness of their instruction, and the satisfaction that students
have with their leadership is directly related to the behaviors that instructors display. This
study further indicates that poor/no leadership such as passive-avoidant has a negative
effect on students’ motivation to persist. Therefore, the most noteworthy implication for
practice is to teach teachers how to be effective leaders in the classroom. Previous
literature and this study provides confirmation of the role that the classroom, instructors,
and effective leadership play in improving completion and graduation rates by increasing
course persistence rates.
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Recommendations for Future Research
Although this study presented notable findings that further support prior research
regarding instructor leadership in the classroom and course persistence among
community college students, there are several recommendations for future research.
1. Due to data collection occurring during the rise of the COVID-19 pandemic,
future studies should test the findings of this study against student and
instructor participants during a traditional semester that isn’t influenced by the
coronavirus pandemic.
2. Future studies should examine the factors that are related to course persistence
of community colleges students to develop a more in-depth understanding of
the diverse student population of community colleges. Although extensive
demographic and educational characteristic information was collected from
students, these factors were not controlled for in SEM analysis. Previous
studies cited several student demographics that are related to course
persistence such as age, gender, race/ethnicity, course load, grade point
average, reason for taking the course, financial need, level of student
participants, and past course withdrawal behavior (Adams & Becker, 1990;
Dunwoody & Frank, 1995; Nolan & Richards, 2014)
3. Extensive studies by researchers have filled the gap in literature by extending
transformational leadership within universities, both nationally and
internationally (Bolkan, 2015; Bolkan & Goodboy, 2009, 2010, 2011; Bolkan,
Goodboy, & Griffin, 2011; Daniels & Goodboy, 2014). However, there are a
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lack of studies that have specifically examined the relationship between
transformational leadership and course persistence in universities and almost
no studies that examine these associations in community colleges. Future
research should examine the relationships explored in this study against other
higher education populations.
4. Based on the findings from 4 Mississippi community colleges,
transformational leadership has a direct and positive effect on students’
motivation to persist in courses. A future goal of the researcher is to gather
preliminary data in order to determine if the findings of this study were
applicable to universities within the region.
5. The relationship between students’ motivation to persist in a course and the
outcomes of leadership, extra effort, effectiveness, and satisfaction should be
tested through structural equation modeling. The associations between these
variables were not tested in this study. The relationship between
transformational and transactional leadership were tested and the results are
significant. Both of these styles of leadership are able to predict students’
motivation to persist in a course.
Summary
Community colleges have a unique, but yet, multi-faceted mission in higher
education that have served a diverse student population in which many challenges have
inherently developed in regard to student persistence, institutional retention, program
completion, and graduation rates (Cohen & Brawer, 2008). Even though decades of
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research have generated a plethora of findings concerning student persistence and
retention, these studies have not focused on two-year colleges. In order to further
investigate student persistence and retention, the lowest level of retention was examined,
which is considered retention in courses (Hagedon, 2005; Seidman, 2005). The literature
has shown that students who have previous course withdrawal behaviors are more likely
to withdraw from a course. Students’ previous course withdrawal behaviors were
suggested to be a predictor of future withdrawal behavior (Adams & Becker, 1990).
Consequently, the likelihood of student withdrawal from courses increases with the
number of withdrawals from past courses.
Amid copious persistence theories and models regarding student departure,
Tinto’s Interactionalist Theory is the most studied and tested in research literature (Astin,
1977, 1984, 1985; Bean, 1980, 1983; Bean and Metzner, 1985; Braxton & Hirschy, 2005;
Spady, 1971; Summerskill, 1962; Tinto 1975, 1993). Tinto suggested that student
departure is due to a failure of the student and the institution to create a sense of
belonging for the student through social and academic integration into college life.
Additionally, Tinto posited that classroom experiences were influential in a student’s
decision to depart. Moreover, he suggested that the classroom represents a site for
academic and social integration. Extensive studies examined the relationship between
classroom experiences and student learning, persistence, departure, and engagement
(Borglum & Kubala, 2000; Braxton, 2000, 2008; Braxton, Hirschy, & McClendon, 2004;
Tinto 2007; Bolkan & Goodboy, 2009; 2010; 2011; Bolkan, Goodboy, & Griffin, 2011;
Loes & Pascarella, 2015; Seidman, 2005; Tinto 1993). The findings support the notion
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that classroom experiences, quality of instruction, extensive contact with faculty, and
academic engagement is correlated with academic success of students.
The literature on leadership became a significant resource for improving teachers’
classroom instruction, communication, and leadership skills (Bass, 1985; Burns, 1978;
Norr & Crttenden, 1975). Consequently, scholars applied organizational leadership
theories and practices to educational settings. The findings of these studies reveal that
organizational leadership theories were applicable to educational classrooms ((Baba &
Ace, 1989; Bolkan, 2015; Bolkan & Goodboy 2009, 2010, 2011; Bolkan, Goodboy, &
Griffin, 2011; Chory & McCroskey, 1999; Daniels, & Goodboy, 2014; Harvey, Royal, &
Stout, 2003; Fredendall, Robbins, & Moore, 2001; Leithwood, & Jantzi, 2000; Myers, &
Goodboy, 2014; Noland & Richards, 2014; Pounder, 2006, 2008a, 2008b). Among a
plethora of leadership theories, a positive association between transformational leadership
and the outcomes of leadership, extra effort, effectiveness, and satisfaction were
significant in a classroom context (Bass, 1985; Bass & Avolio, 200; Burns, 1978).
Although an abundance of studies have examined the role of transformational
leadership in a variety of classroom settings, the literature regarding these findings in
community colleges is lacking. Therefore the primary goal of this study was to determine
if the findings of previous transformational leadership studies translate to community
college students. The findings of this study support the results of previous
transformational leadership research and indicate that they are applicable to community
colleges in Mississippi. Furthermore, the implications of the results provide consistent
support to the belief that faculty serve as leaders in the classroom.
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A second goal of the researcher was to add to the limited body of existing
knowledge concerning the relation between student persistence/withdrawal from a course
and instructor leadership. Among a sample of community college students who
voluntarily withdrew from a course, their responses to items on the questionnaire
indicated that grade related reasons contributed the most on their decision to withdraw
from a course and was a major reason for withdrawing. Furthermore, doing poorly in
class was the second highest ranked reason. Among a sample of surveyed community
college instructors, they perceived grade related reasons contributed the most on a
student’s decision to withdraw. One of the lowest ranked reasons was related to students’
not liking the instructor. Participant responses, both students and instructors, to an openended item on the survey, after being coded into categories, suggest that personal/family
(health and medical) related reasons were the most frequently indicated reasons for
withdrawing. Additional reasons for withdrawing were related to the COVID-19
pandemic, finance/financial aid, job, online/virtual instruction, and grades.
This study not only extended transformational leadership to the classroom of
community colleges, the findings revealed a direct and positive relationship between
instructor leadership and students’ motivation to persist in courses. The discoveries
showed that transactional leadership characteristics exhibited by instructors contributed
the most to predicting students’ motivation to persist in a course. Furthermore,
transformational leadership was a direct and positive predictor of students’ motivation to
persist but transactional leadership was a stronger predictor. However, passive-avoidant
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behaviors, as expected, were negatively associated with students’ motivation to persist in
courses.
In conclusion, community colleges are essential for providing higher educational
opportunities to the local communities throughout Mississippi, the U.S., and the world.
They have a unique mission and diverse curricular functions that are able to serve a broad
spectrum of student needs. Additionally, the open-door admissions policy provides
accessibility to a higher education for the masses. Dr. Fatherree (2010) stated “The
Mississippi system of community and junior colleges remains true to its original mission.
That mission is to provide a quality, accessible education for the state’s communities at
an affordable price.”
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– MISSISSIPPI PUBLIC COMMUNITY COLLEGES
Name
1. Coahoma Community
College

Address
3240 Friars Point Rd, Clarksdale,
Mississippi 38614

Website
www.coahomacc.edu/

2. Copiah-Lincoln
Community College

1001 Co-Lin Lane, Wesson,
Mississippi 39191

www.colin.edu

3. East Central
Community College

15738 Highway 15, Decatur,
Mississippi 39327-0129

https://www.eccc.edu

4. East Mississippi
Community College

1512 Kemper Street, Scooba,
Mississippi 39358-0158

www.eastms.edu/

5. Hinds Community
College

608 Hinds Boulevard, Raymond,
Mississippi 39154

www.hindscc.edu

6. Holmes Community
College

#1 Hill St, Goodman, Mississippi
39079

www.holmescc.edu

602 W Hill Street, Fulton, Mississippi
38843-1099

www.iccms.edu

8. Jones County Junior
College

900 South Court Street, Ellisville,
Mississippi 39437

www.jcjc.edu

9. Meridian Community
College

910 Hwy 19 N, Meridian, Mississippi
39307-5801

www.meridiancc.edu

10. Mississippi Delta
Community College

Hwy 3 and Cherry St, Moorhead,
Mississippi 38761

www.msdelta.edu/

11. Mississippi Gulf Coast
Community College

51 Main Street, Perkinston, Mississippi
39573

https://www.mgccc.edu

12. Northeast Mississippi
Community College

101 Cunningham Blvd, Booneville,
Mississippi 38829

www.nemcc.edu

13. Southwest Mississippi
Community College

1156 College Dr, Summit, Mississippi
39666-0000

www.smcc.edu

14. Pearl River Community
College

101 Hwy 11 N, Poplarville, Mississippi
39470

www.prcc.edu

15. Northwest Mississippi
Community College

4975 Hwy 51 N, Senatobia, Mississippi
38668-1714

www.northwestms.edu

7. Itawamba Community
College

216

– MISSISSIPPI PUBLIC COMMUNTIY COLLEGE DISTRICTS

1. Northwest Mississippi Community College
2. Northeast Mississippi Community College
3. Itawamba Community College
4. Coahoma Community College
5. Mississippi Delta Community College
6. Holmes Community College
7. East Central Community College
8. East Mississippi Community College
9. Meridian Community College
10. Hinds Community College
11. Copiah‐Lincoln Community College
12. Jones County Junior College
13. Southwest Mississippi Community College
14. Pearl River Community College
15. Mississippi Gulf Coast Community College
*Shaded counties support two districts.
•
•
•
•
•
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Quitman County supports Districts 1 and 4
Tunica County supports Districts 1 and 4.
Tallahatchie County supports Districts 1 and 4.
Bolivar County supports Districts 4 and 5
Lauderdale County supports Districts 8 and 9

– MACJC CIRE DIRECTORY

College

CIRE REP. Name

CIRE REP. Email

Coahoma Community College

Margaret M. Dixon

mdixon@coahomacc.edu

Copiah-Lincoln Community College

Tiffany Perryman

tiffany.perryman@colin.edu

East Central Community College

David M. Case

dcase@eccc.edu

East Mississippi Community College

Susan Baird

sbaird@eastms.edu

Hinds Community College

Carley Dear

IR@hindscc.edu

Holmes Community College

Lindy McCain

lmccain@holmescc.edu

Itawamba Community College

Elizabeth Edwards

etedwards@iccms.edu

Jones County Junior College

Candace Weaver

candace.weaver@jcjc.edu

Meridian Community College
Mississippi Delta Community
College
Mississippi Gulf Coast Community
College

Cathy Parker

cparker@meridiancc.edu

Kate Failing

ieoffice@msdelta.edu

Adam Swanson

adam.swanson@mgccc.edu

Northeast Community College

Kelli E. Hefner, Ph.D

kehefner@nemcc.edu

Northwest Community College

Carolyn Wiley

cwiley@northwestms.edu

Pearl River Community College

Dr. Jennifer Seal

jseal@prcc.edu

Pearl River Community College

Brenda Wells

bwells@prcc.edu

Pearl River Community College

Tim Dedeaux

tdedeaux@prcc.edu

Southwest Community College

Matt Calhoun

mattc@smcc.edu
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– COVER LETTER TO MS COMMUNITY COLLEGE CIRE
REPRESENTATIVE

Date: March 13, 2020

CIRE Representative, «First_Name» «Last_Name»
«Company_Name»
«Address_Line_1»
«Address_Line_2»

RE: Request to Conduct Research Study at «Company_Name»

«GreetingLine»
My name is Jairus L. Johnson, a Ph.D. candidate in the Higher Education Administration program
at The University of Southern Mississippi. I am in the process of writing my dissertation. My
research study has been approved by the MACJC Research Sub-Committee. However, I
understand that no MACJC college is obligated to participate in an external study. Therefore, I
am writing to request permission to conduct a study at «Company_Name». The study is entitled
Transformers: The Relationship between Instructor and Course Persistence among Community
College Students. For the past 16 years, I have served as instructor in the MS community college
system as well as a division chairperson for 13 years. In an effort to increase student degree
completion rates and institutional student retention rates, I am examining the concept of instructor
leadership in the classroom of MS community colleges in relation to students’ voluntary
withdrawal from courses and course persistence.
I hope that your college will allow me the opportunity to recruit students and instructors to
participate in this study. All MACJC students and instructors who have volunteered to participate
will be provided a link to a survey via email. Due to the nature of the study, I hope to recruit a
minimum of 1,500 students and 150 instructors for this study from MS colleges.
Students will be invited to complete a demographic/student information questionnaire that will
include questions regarding enrollment status, degree plans, and course persistence/withdrawal.
The student instrument will also include the Students Motivated Strategies for Learning
Questionnaire (MSLQ). The MSLQ is comprised of questions about the students’ motivation for
and attitudes about a course. Some students, who meet certain criteria, will be asked to complete
an additional questionnaire called the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ-Rater Form).
The MLQ Rater Form will include items about the students’ experiences, perceptions, and
feelings regarding one of their instructors.
MACJC instructors will be asked to complete a demographic questionnaire and an information
questionnaire regarding employment status (full-time, part-time), degree information, and courses
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taught. In addition to the previous questionnaires, instructors will be invited to complete the MLQ
Leader Form. The MLQ will include questions about the instructor’s leadership style as the
instructor perceives it.
If approval is granted, participants will complete the survey via an email link. The survey process
should take no longer than 15 to 25 minutes. The survey results will be pooled for the study and
individual results of this study will remain absolutely confidential. Should this study be
published, only pooled results will be documented. No costs will be incurred by your college,
students, or instructors. Cost will only be incurred by the researcher for the MLQ questionnaire
license to reproduce.
Your approval to conduct this study will be greatly appreciated and is greatly needed as a means
of, potentially, increasing student persistence and college retention rates in the Mississippi
Community college system. Please contact me if you would like to schedule a time to answer any
questions or address any concerns that you may have about my study. You may contact me via
email at jairus.johnson@usm.edu.
If you agree, please submit a signed letter of permission on your institution’s letterhead
acknowledging your consent and permission for me to conduct this survey/study at your
institution. The goal is to collect data within the spring 2020 semester. Please respond as soon as
possible with your decision.
Attachments:
• USM IRB Approval
• MACJC Application to Conduct Research with Two or More MACJC Institutions

Thanking you in advance,

Jairus L. Johnson
PhD Candidate, Higher Education Administration
Jairus.Johnson@USM.edu
The University of Southern Mississippi
118 College Drive
Hattiesburg, MS 39406-0001
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– EMAIL COVER AND INFORMED CONSENT LETTER TO
STUDENT PARTICIPANTS
To Mississippi Community College Students,
In an effort to improve student retention and graduation rates in Mississippi community
colleges, your participation is greatly needed to complete this research study. The
purpose of this research study is to determine students’ perceptions concerning instructor
leadership characteristics in Mississippi higher education institutions.
Please complete the brief online questionnaire with honest responses. The results of this
study will be used to assist instructors in meeting students’ needs. No instructors will be
able to view your responses.
By filling out the online questionnaire you are giving your consent to participate in the
study entitled: Transformers: The Relationship between Instructor and Course Persistence
among Community College Students.
Participation in the project is completely voluntary, and participants may withdraw at any
time without penalty. All personal information will be kept strictly confidential. No
names will be required to complete the questionnaire.
Thank you for helping improve student learning in Mississippi community colleges.
To complete the questionnaire, click on the anonymous survey link below or copy and
paste the URL into your browser:
https://usmep.co1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_cu6nHBlRencu33L
Jairus L. Johnson
PhD Candidate, Higher Education Administration
Jairus.Johnson@USM.edu
The University of Southern Mississippi
118 College Drive
Hattiesburg, MS 39406-0001
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– EMAIL COVER AND INFORMED CONSENT LETTER TO
FACULTY PARTICPANTS
Dear Mississippi Community College Faculty,
I am a student in the doctoral program in Higher Education Administration at The
University of Southern Mississippi (USM). In partial fulfillment of the requirements for
the program, I am conducting a research study to investigate the relationship between
instructors and course persistence among community college students in Mississippi.
USM’s Institutional Review Board has approved this research, and the Council on
Institutional Research and Effectiveness (CIRE) subcommittee on External Research
Approval for the Mississippi Community College System (MACJC) has also approved
this study. Additionally, individual institutions in the Mississippi community college
system have granted permission for this study to be conducted with their
faculty. Regardless if you are a full-time or part-time instructor, your participation in this
research study is very much appreciated and needed to improve student college retention.
The survey should take approximately 15-20 minutes for you to complete. Due to this
survey being completed anonymously, none of the information you provide can be linked
back to you. The survey is voluntary, and you may withdraw at any time. By completing
and submitting the survey, permission to participate will be assumed.
Your consideration to participate in this research is greatly appreciated, and if you decide
to complete the survey, the results will provide academic and student services
administrators and faculty information about faculty perceptions concerning student
retention strategies and activities. The findings of this study could also be used to help
provide a basis for selecting professional development programs for faculty in the area of
student retention practices aimed at improving student success on community college
campuses.
If you have any questions about the survey or would like a copy of the research results,
please feel free to contact me at jairus.johnson@usm.edu. You may also contact my
committee chairperson, Dr. Kyna Shelley at (601-266-5247) or kyna.shelley@usm.edu.
To complete the questionnaire, click on the anonymous survey link below or copy and paste the
URL into your browser: https://usmep.co1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_7ai7zAaYG06FeFD

Jairus L. Johnson
PhD Candidate, Higher Education Administration
Jairus.Johnson@USM.edu
The University of Southern Mississippi
118 College Drive, Hattiesburg, MS 39406-0001
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– MLQ LETTER TO ADMINISTER AND REPRODUCE
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– APPROVAL FOR REMOTE ONLINE USE OF A MIND GARDEN
INSTRUMENT
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– MOTIVATED STRATEGIES FOR LEARNING QUESTIONNAIRE
(PART A – MOTIVATION SECTION, ITEMS AND SCALES)
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– STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE
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–FACULTY QUESTIONNAIRE
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